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CASES 

IN  THE 

Supreme  Court  of  Alabama. 


DECEMBER  TERM,  1882. 


Humphreys  v.  Burleson. 

JSill  in  Equity  hy  Distributee,  to  correct  Errors  and  Mistakes 
in  Prooate  Decree  on  SetOement  of  Administrator's  Ac- 
counts. 

1.  Demurrer  ;  what  grounds  available  on  error. — On  appeal  from  a  de- 
cree sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  want  of  equity,  this  court  will 
consider  only  the  causes  of  demurrer  specifically  assigned,  and  will  not 
regard  other  defects  which  are  amendable ;  at  least,  when  the  bill  is  not 
fatally  wanting  in  eijuity. 

2.  Equitable  relief  against  settlements  in  Probate  Court. — A  court  of 
equity  has  original  jurisdiction,  independent  of  statutory  provisions,  to 
open  settlements  of  administrations  had  in  the  Probate  Court ;  but  this 
jurisdiction,  though  well  established,  is  sparingly  exercised,  and  the  party 
complaining  is  required  to  show,  by  approjiriate  pleading,  not  onl^-  that 
injustice  has  been  done,  but  also  that,  by  reason  of  accident,  surprise,  or 
the  act  or  fraud  of  liis  adversary,  unmixed  with  negligence  on  nis  own 
part,  he  could  not  have  prevented  that  injustice  at  the  time  of  the  set- 
tlement. 

3.  Same. — When  the  statutory  jurisdiction  of  the  Chancer}'  Court  is 
invoked,  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law  or  fact  intervening  in  settle- 
ment«  had  in  the  Probate  Court  (Code,  ^§  3837-39),  the  errors  complained 
of  must  l>e  clearly  and  certainly  pointed  out,  and  it  must  be  made  to  ap- 
pear, by  the  averment  of  distinct  facts,  that  such  errors  were  not  attrib- 
utable to  the  fault  or  neglect  of  the  party  complaining. 

4.  Equitable  relief  against  fraud. — Fraud  vitiates  any  and  every  trans- 
action into  which  it  enters,  even  the  most  solemn  contracts,  and  the  judg- 
ments or  decrees  of  courts  of  the  highest  jurisdiction  ;  and  when  a  fidu- 
ciary relation  exists  between  two  persons,  which  renders  it  the  duty  of 
one  to  comnmnicate  to  the  other  full  information  of  all  facts  within" his 
knowledge,  the  failure  to  do  so  is  a  fraud,  against  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  grant  relief. 

5.  Same,  as  between  distributee  and  administrator. — Where  an  admin- 
istrator, on  filing  his  accounts  for  settlement,  wrote  to  his  sister,  who  was 
a  distributee  of  the  estate,  and  resided  in  Texas,  informing  her  that  her 
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interest  in  the  estate  was  a  specified  sum,  about  one-fifth  of  its  actual  value 
in  fact,  and  inclosing  a  receipt  for  that  sum,  to  be  signed  by  her,  which 
would  operate  as  a  release,  and  which  was  signed  and  returned  to  him, 
and  the  money  paid  ;  held,  that  this  was  a  fraud,  against  which  a  court 
of  equity  would  grant  relief  by  setting  aside  the  settlement,  and  that  the 
administrator  could  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  distributee,  in  relying  on 
his  representations,  and  failing  to  appear  and  contest  the  settlement,  was 
guilty  of  negligence  or  other  fault. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Morgan. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  19th  August,  1881,  by 
Mrs.  Isabella  Humphreys,  a  married  woman  residing  in  Texas, 
against  Dabney  A.  Burleson,  individually,  and  as  the  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  of  Jonathan  Burleson,  deceased,  who  was  the 
father  of  said  complainant  and  defendant ;  and  sought  to  set 
aside  a  settlement  of  said  administrator's  accounts,  w^hich  was 
made  in  the  Probate  Court  on  the  13th  October,  1879,  and  to 
correct  errors  and  mistakes  which  had  intervened  in  said  set- 
tlement to  the  prejudice  of  the  complainant.  The  chancellor 
sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equit}',  on  several 
grounds  specifically  assigned,  and  dismissed  it ;  and  his  decree 
is  now  assigned  as  error.  The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court. 

H.  A.  Sharpe,  for  appellant. — (1.)  If  the  complainant  was 
not  a  party  to  the  probate  decree,  and  is  not  chargeable  witli 
notice  of  it,  she  is  not  concluded  by  the  decree,  and  is  not 
chargeable  with  any  neglect  in  failing  to  appear  and  contest  it. 
N^otice  of  that  settlement  was  not  given  to  her  as  required  by 
law,  and  is  not  effective  for  any  purpose.  The  day  set  for  the 
settlement  was  the  11th  August,  1879;  and  the  notice  given 
was  of  the  administrator's  "intention"  to  present  his  accounts 
for  allowance  on  the  13th  October,  1879.  The  provisions  of 
the  statute  must  be  strictly  complied  with,  to  charge  a  non- 
resident with  constructive  notice  by  publication. —  Cullum^  v. 
JBranch  Bmik^  23  Ala.  797 ;  Borgia  v.  Durden,  41  Ala.  322 ; 
Wright  V.  Clougk,  17  Ala.  490;  Hartley  v.  Bloodgood,  16  Ala. 
233 ;  Butler  v.  Butler,  1 1  Ala.  668 ;  27  Wise.  558 ;  39  Wise. 
.313 ;  10  Xevada,  370 ;  Wade  on  ^N'otice,  §  1030.  If  the  record 
had  shown  proper  notice,  though  the  recital  might  be  conclu- 
sive on  a  collateral  attack,  the  want  of  notice  might  be  investi- 
gated in  equity. — Dunklin  v.  Wilson,  64  Ala.  162 ;  Oivens  v. 
Tidmore,  8  Ala.  745 ;  GrofU  v.  Dexter,  8  Ala.  767.  (2.)  Even 
if  the  complainant  had  due  and  proper  notice  of  the  settlement, 
the  allegations  of  the  bill  j^resent  a  case  for  equitable  relief, 
both  on  general  principles  of  law,  and  under  the  express  pro- 
visions of  the  statute. — Chambers  v.  Crook,  42  Ala.  171,  and 
cases  cited ;  Dunklin  v.  Wilson,  64  Ala.  162 ;  Kennedy  v.  Ken- 
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nedy^  2  Ala.  571 ;  Townsend  A  MiUiken  v.  Cmdes^  31  Ala.  428 ; 
6  Ala.  590 ;  Bishop  on  Contracts,  jj  227.  The  defendant's  mis- 
representations, though  innocently  made,  were  fraudulent  in 
legal  contemplation.— 16  Ala.  785*;  22  Ala.  501 ;  9  Ala.  662. 

Watts  &  Sons,  and  C  C.  Harris,  contra. — The  alleged  er- 
rors and  mistakes  in  the  settlement,  against  which  relief  is 
sought,  were  matters  within  the  cognizance  of  the  Probate 
Court;  and  a  party  to  the  settlement  can  not  have  equitable 
relief  as  to  these  matters,  unless  the  allegations  of  the  bill  ac- 
quit him  of  all  fault  or  negligence. — King  v.  Smith,  15  Ala. 
264;  Waring  v.  Lewis,  53  Ala.  615;  Otis  v.  Dargan,  53  Ala. 
178.  The  record  shows  that  the  complainant  had  notice  of  that 
settlement,  by  publication  against  her  as  a  non-resident ;  and 
this  was  equivalent  to  actual  notice. — Stabler  v.  Cook^  57  Ala.  22. 
The  allegations  of  the  bill  are  not  sufficient  to  bring  the  com- 
plainant within  the  strict  rule,  which  requires  that  he  shall  neg- 
ative all  fault  or  negligence  on  his  own  part. — Otis  v.  Dargan, 
and  Waring  v.  Zeivi^,  above  cited ;  also,  Boioden  v.  Perdue, 
59  Ala.  409 ;  Bo^eU  v.  Tovmsend,  57  Ala.  308.  The  bill  was 
fatally  defective,  because  its  allegations  show  that  the  complain- 
ant's husband  was  a  necessary  party,  and  that  the  other  distrib- 
utees of  the  estate  were  also  necessary  parties. — High  v.  Worley, 
32  Ala.  709 ;  Colbert  v.  Daniel,  32  Ala.  314 ;  Hartley  v.  Blood- 
good,  16  Ala.  233. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J.— The  original  bill  was  filed  by  the  ap- 
pellant, one  of  the  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin  of  Jonathan 
Burleson,  deceased,  to  open  a  settlement  of  the  administration 
of  his  estate,  had  in  the  Court  of  Probate,  by  the  appellee  as 
administrator.  The  bill  is  directed  to  the  original  and  general 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  open  settlements  had  in  the 
Court  of  Probate,  and  relieve  a  party  injured  by  them,  when, 
by  accident,  or  surprise,  or  by  the  act  or  fraud  of  his  adversary, 
he  has  been  prevented  from  obtaining  a  fair  and  full  adjudica- 
tion of  his  rights  when  the  settlement  was  made.  And  it  is 
also  directed  to  the  special  jurisdiction  conferred  by  statute  on 
courts  of  equity,  to  intervene  at  the  instance  of  a  party  in  jured, 
for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law  or  of  fact  occurring  in  the 
settlement  of  the  estates  of  decedents  had  in  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate, when  the  party  complaining  is  free  from  fault  or  neglect. 
The  apj)ellee  interposed  a  demurrer,  assigning  specially  five 
causes,  which  really  involve  but  two  propositions :  The  first  is, 
that  it  is  not  shown  affirmatively  that  the  appellant  was,  by  ac- 
cident, or  surprise,  or  by  the  act  or  fraud  of  the  appellee^  pre- 
vented from  a  fair  and  full  adjudication  in  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate ;  the  second  is,  that  it  is  not  affirmatively  shown  that  the 
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errors  in  the  settlement,  of  which  complaint  is  made,  occurred 
without  the  fault  or  neglect  of  the  appellant.  The  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  from  the  decree  this  appeal  is  taken. 

Whether  the  demurrer  ought  to  have  been  sustained,  on  the 
causes  specifically  assigned,  is  the  only  question  which  can  now 
be  considered,  though  it  may  be  apparent  the  bill  is  in  other 
respects  subject  to  demurrer. — P.  &  M.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sel- 
ma  Savings  Bank,  63  Ala.  585.  The  husband  of  the  appellant, 
it  may  be,  as  is  now  argued,  ought  to  have  joined  with  her  in 
the  suit ;  or,  it  may  be,  the  other  heirs  at  law  and  next  of  kin 
are  necessary  parties ;  or  the  errors  averred  to  have  occurred  in 
the  settlement,  may  not  be  stated  with  the  requisite  certainty ; 
these  are  not  now  questions  for  consideration.  If  in  these  re- 
spects, or  either  of  them,  the  bill  is  defective,  by  amendment, 
which  is  matter  of  right,  the  defects  could  have  been  cured  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  if  attention  had  been  drawn  to  thera. 
Attention  not  having  been  directed  to  them,  it  would  be  unjust 
to  the  appellant  now  to  consider  them,  and  affirm  a  decree  ren- 
dered upon  other  causes  of  demurrer,  which,  in  our  judgment, 
are  not  well  taken.  Such  is  the  rule,  at  least,  when  the  bill  is 
not  fatally  wanting  in  equity. 

A  court  of  equity  has  original  jurisdiction,  independent  of 
statutory  provision,  to  open  settlements  of  administrations  had 
in  the  Court  of  Probate.  Though  well  established,  the  juris- 
diction is  cautiously  and  sparingly  exercised ;  and  as  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  its  exercise,  it  must  by  appropriate  pleading 
be  shown,  not  only  that  injustice  has  been  done,  but  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement,  the  party  aggrieved  could  not,  in 
the  Court  of  Probate,  have  avoided  the  injustice,  because  of 
accident,  or  surprise,  or  by  reason  of  the  act  or  fraud  of  the 
adverse  party,  unmixed  with  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part. 
Otis  V.  I)argan,  53  Ala.  178 ;  Wa7'ing  v.  Lewis,  Ih.  615.  To 
the  exercise  of  the  statutory  jurisdiction  for  the  correction  of  er- 
rors of  law  or  fact  intervening  in  such  settlements,  it  is  also  es- 
sential that  the  errors  should  be  clearly  and  certainly  pointed  out, 
and,  by  the  averment  of  distinct  facts,  it  should  be  made  to  appear 
that  such  errors  are  not  attributable  to  the  fault  or  neglect  of  the 
party  complaining. — Otis  v.  Dargan,  supra  ^  Boswell  v.  Town- 
send,  57  Ala.  308 ;  Bowden  v.  P&rdue,  59  Ala.  409.  The  maxims 
of  the  law,  intended  to  quiet  litigation,  to  silence  controversies,  to 
give  repose  to  society,  security  to  titles,  and  to  save  individuals 
from  repeated  vexation  for  the  same  cause,  are  esteemed  of  the 
highest  importance  in  the  administration  of  justice,  and  courts 
of  equity  are  as  unwilling  as  courts  of  law  to  relax  their  oper- 
ation. 

But  fraud  vitiates  any  and  every  transaction  it  may  infect ; 
the  most  solemn  contracts,  and  judgments  or  decrees  of  courts 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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of  the  highest  or  most  inferior  jurisdiction.  When  a  party,  by 
the  misrepresentation,  by  the  fraud  or  deception  of  his  adver- 
sary, is  lured  into  security,  or  is  induced  to  abstain  from  enter- 
ing into  active  litigation,  there  is  no  real  contestation,  no  real 
hearing  and  adjudication,  and  the  judgment  and  decree  is  not 
in  fact  what  it  may  on  its  face  purport  to  l)e, — the  determination 
and  sentence  of  the  court  upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy. 
By  the  promises  or  representations  of  an  adversary,  a  party  may 
be  induced  not  to  attend  the  sitting  of  the  court ;  or  the  true 
state  of  the  matters  involved  may  be  misrepresented  or  con- 
cealed from  him,  the  relations  existing  Ijetween  him  and  his 
adversary  rendering  it  the  duty  of  the  latter  to  communicate 
full  and  truthful  information ;  in  these  and  similar  cases,  there 
is,  as  it  is  expressed  by  Judge  Story,  fraud  in  the  concoction  of 
the  judgment  or  decree,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  vacate  it, 
and  open  tiie  case  for  a  new  and  fair  hearing. — 2  Story's  Eq. 
§  1575;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  §§  489-493;  Wells'  Bex  Aa- 
judicata^  §  499 ;  Bigelow  on  Fraud,  70.  The  relation  existing 
between  these  parties,  the  legal  relation — that  of  trustee  and 
c<'MkI  que  tnixt — independent  of  the  natural  relation  of  brother 
and  sister,  rendered  it  the  duty  of  the  appellee  to  communicate 
to  the  appellant  a  fair,  full,  truthful  statement  of  her  interest 
in  the  estate  he  was  administering.  Without  such  statement, 
witliout  a  full  disclosure  of  every  fact  necessary  to  inform  the 
apjxillant  of  the  value  of  her  interest,  he  could  not  enter  into 
any  transaction  with  her,  from  which  he  was  to  derive  profit, 
looking  to  tiie  extinguishment  of  her  interest,  or  to  his  acquisi- 
tion of  it,  or  to  his  acquittance  of  liability  for  it. — Ferguson 
V.  hnory^  54  Ala.  510;  MaUme  v.  Kelly,  Ih.  532. 

Tlie  apjjlication  of  these  principles  to  the  facts  in  this  case, 
as  averred  in  the  bill, — and  the  truth  of  the  averment  the  de- 
murrer admits. — is  obvious.  Having  commenced  proceedings  in 
the  Court  of  Probate,  for  a  final  settlement  of  his  administra- 
ti(»n,  the  appellee  opens  a  correspondence  with  the  appellant, 
his  sister,  residing  in  a  distant  State;  inclosing  to  her  a  mere 
general  statement,  that  her  interest  in  the  estate  is  a  specific 
sum  of  money,  which  he  proposes  to  pay  in  a  particular  way. 
The  proposition  is  accepted,  and  he  sends  a  receipt,  in  terms 
and  in  legal  effect,  a  complete  extinguishment  of  her  interest, 
and  a  full  release  to  him  from  all  liability  for  it,  which  he  re- 
(piests  shall  l)e  signed  by  the  appellant  and  her  husi)and,  and 
returned  to  him.  It  is  signed  and  returned,  and  he  remits  them 
so  much  money,  as  he  liad  agreed.  The  sum  stated  as  the 
amount  of  the  appellant's  interest  is  not  probably  a  fifth  of  the 
real  amount.  That  the  appellant  knew  the  falsity  of  his  state- 
ment, is  not  questioned,  and  can  not  be  questioned  in  view  of 
the  facts  stated  in  the  bill.     The  means  of  ascertaining  the  pre- 
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cise  value  of  the  interest  of  the  appellant  were  in  the  hands  of 
the  appellee,  not  in  her  hands,  and  she  had  not  access  to  them. 
There  could  be  but  one  motive  for  the  misrepresentation,  and 
that  must  have  been  the  diversion  of  her  attention  from  the 
settlement  he  was  proposing  to  make,  the  prevention  of  her 
interference  in  the  settlement,  and  the  acquisition  of  her  share 
or  interest  for  a  sum  wholly  disproportionate  to  its  value,  or 
the  equivalent  of  an  acquisition,  the  acquittance  of  all  liability 
for  it.  The  representation  was  relied  upon  by  the  appellant, 
and  it  was  very  natural  for  her  to  rely  upon  it.  It  proceeded 
from  her  trustee,  whose  duty  it  was  to  give  her  information 
upon  which  she  could  rely;  and  it  would  add  to  the  wickedness 
of  the  deception,  if  he  were  now  permitted  to  reproach  her 
with  fault,  negligence,  or  folly,  in  trusting  and  believing  him. 
He  invited  the  trust,  and  he  must  keep  it  inviolate.  The  trust 
he  invited,  the  misrepresentation  to  which  confidence  was  given, 
absolved  the  appellant  from  the  duty  of  examining  the  accounts 
filed  for  settlement,  from  litigating  their  correctness,  and  from 
presenting  her  rights  and  interests  to  the  court  for  adjudication 
and  determination. 

The  facts  disclose  a  fraud  upon  the  appellant,  which  vitiates 
the  settlement,  to  the  same  extent  that  it  would  have  been  vi- 
tiated if  it  had  been  wholly  ex  parte ^  and  without  notice.  The 
notice  was  of  no  avail,  when  it  was  attended  with  representa- 
tions, upon  whicli  she  had  the  right  to  rely,  that  there  was  no 
room  or  reason  for  controversy — that  without  it  the  full  meas- 
ure of  her  rights  would  be  accorded.  It  is  because  of  such  repre- 
sentations, frauds  by  which  a  party  obtains  unconscionable  advan- 
tages, that  a  court  of  equity  is  accustomed  to  annul  judgments  at 
law,  or  the  decrees  of  courts  of  concurrent  jurisdicti/jn,  afford- 
ing a  fair  opportunity  for  an  adjudication  of  the  rights  of  par- 
ties. Because  of  fraud  in  the  matter  on  which  the  decree  or 
judgment  was  rendered,  the  court  may  not  interfere ;  but,  when 
the  fraud  lies  in  an  extrinsic  and  collateral  act,  by  which  the 
judgment  or  decree  is  directly  obtained,  the  court  will  interfere. 
TI.  8.  V.  Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  61.  There  was  no  laches  upon 
the  part  of  the  appellant  in  not  litigating  in  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate the  matters  of  which  complaint  is  now  made ;  and  whether 
the  bill  is  regarded  as  directed  to  the  general,  or  to  the  special 
statutory  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  demurrer  was  not  well 
taken. 

The  decree  must  be  reversed,  a  decree  here  rendered  over- 
ruling the  demurrer,  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded. 
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Gilchrist  v,  Shadcelfbrd. 

Bill  in  Equity  by  Purchaser  of  Lands  at  Sale  under  Probate 
Decree^  for  Injunction  of  Action  at  Law  hy  Administra- 
tor^ and.  Conveyance  of  Title  hy  Heirs.. 

1.  Purchaise  at  tax-sale. — Held,  on  the  authority  of  Oliver  v.  Robinson, 
58  Ala.  46,  that  "neither  the  averments  nor  proofs  in  this  case,"  as  to 
a  purchase  of  lands  at  a  sale  for  unpaid  taxes  assessed  against  owners 
unknown,  "  are  suflieient  to  effect  a  devestiture  of  title  for  non-pajTuent 
of  taxes." 

2.  Sale  of  lands  Inj  administrator. — An  administrator's  power  to  sell 
the  lands  of  his  intestate  is  purely  statutory  ;  and  unless  he  files  a  peti- 
tion, containing  the  necessarj-  averments  to  give  the  Probate  Court  ju-  . 
risdictiou  to  order  a  sale,  that  court  can  make  no  valid  order  of  sale,  save 
when  the  parties  in  interest  are  all  adults  and  of  sound  mind.  A  sale 
made  without  a  valid  order,  based  ui)on  a  proper  petition  filed,  and  up- 
on dei)ositions  taken  as  in  chancery  cases,  is  absolutely  void,  and  confers 
no  title ;  but,  if  the  parties  are  all  adults,  and  of  sound  mind,  it  is  not 
necessary,  in  a  collateral  attack,  that  the  record  shall  show  that  the 
proof  was  taken  by  deiX)sition. 

3.  Description  of  lauds  in  petition. — "Eighty  acres  of  laud,  lying  north 
of  Courtland,  and  east  of  the  Lamb's  Ferrj-  road,"  without  other  descrip- 
tive words  in  the  petition,  is  not  a  sufficient  description  of  the  lands  sought 
to  be  sold  (Code,  ^  2450),  but  is  void  for  indefinlteness  and  uncertainty. 

4.  Averments  of  hill  by  purchaser,  to  compel  conreijance  of  legal  ti'tU. 
When  a  purchaser,  or  sub-purchaser,  of  lands  sold  liy  an  administrator 
under  an  order  or  decree  of  the  Probate  court,  files  a  bill  in  equity  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  .seeking  to  obtain  a  conveyance 
of  the  legal  title  from  the  heirs,  and  to  enjoin  an  action  at  law  by  a  suc- 
ceeding administrator,  he  must  aver  and  prove  the  facts  which  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale ;  and  the  averment  of  mere  legal 
conclusions — as,  "appropriate  allegations,"  "proper  parties,"  "legal 
grounds,"  etc. — is  not  sufficient. 

6.  Proof  of  proceedings  authorizing  sale. — When  the  averments  of  the 
bill  are  denied,  the  onus  of  proving  the  facts  necessary  to  supiwrt  the 
order  and  sale  is  on  the  complainant ;  and  these  fswt;s  are  properly 
proved  by  a  transcript  from  the  record  of  the  Probate  Court,  if  in  exist- 
ence :  and  if  the  record  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  it  must  be  proved  a& 
other  disputed  facts  are  proved. 

6.  Application  of  purchase-money  to  debts  of  estate;  correspondence  of 
allegations  and  proof . — If  the  complainant  fails  to  prove  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  sale,  he  can  not  nave  relief  because  the 
proof  shows  that  the  purchase-money  was  applied  in  paying  the  debts  of 
the  estate,  when  that  fact  is  not  averred  in  tne  bill. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lawrence. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 
The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  11th  April,  1878,  by 
Philip  P.  Gilchrist,  against  E.  P.  Shackelford,  as  the  adminia- 
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trator  de  hohis  non  of  the  estate  of  John  J.  McMahon,  de- 
ceased, and  tlie  several  heirs  at  law  of  said  decedent ;  and  sought 
to  enjoin  an  action  at  law,  which  said  administrator  had  brought 
against  the  complainant  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  tract 
of  land,  and  to  compel  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  to  the 
land  by  the  said  heirs.  The  land  was  described  in  the  bill,  and 
in  the  complaint  in  the  action  at  law,  as  "  a  tract  of  land  near  the 
town  of  Courtland,  containing  about  eighty  acres,  more  or  less,and 
bounded  on  the  north  by  lands  of  John  B.  Hawkins,  on  the  east  by 
the  Courtland  and  Lamb's  Ferry  road,  on  tlie  south  by  the  grave- 
yard and  lands  of  E.  P.  Shackelford  and  Mrs,  J,  M.  S'woope,  and 
on  the  east  by  the  lands  of  A.  J.  Sykes."  The  complainant  held 
the  land  under  a  conveyance  from  John  A.  Gilchrist,  and  claimed 
that  said  John  A,  purchased  it  at  a  sale  made  by  J.  C.  Baker, 
the  administrator  in  chief  of  said  McMahon's  estate.  As  to 
this  sale  and  purchase,  the  bill  contained  the  following  allega- 
tions : 

"  Your  orator  shows  that,  after  tlie  death  of  said  John  J. 
McMahon,  J,  C.  Baker,  then  a  citizen  of  said  county  of  Law- 
rence, was  duly  appointed  and  qualified  as  the  administrator  of 
his  estate ;  and,  as  such  administrator,  duly  filed  his  petition  in 
the  Probate  Court  of  said  county,  with  appropriate  allegations, 
and  making  proper  parties,  and  on  legal  grounds  asked  of  said 
court  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  lands  sued  for  as  above  alleged, 
together  with  other  large  tracts  of  land,  the  property  of  said 
estate,  and  lying  in  said  county.  Said  petition  described  the 
land  now  in  controversy  as  '  eighty  acres  of  land,  lying  north 
of  Courtland,  and  east  of  the  Lamb's  P"'erry  road  ;'  and  complain- 
ant avers  that  the  same  was  the  only  isolated  tract  of  eighty 
acres  belonging  to  said  estate  that  [could]  be  appropiately  so 
described ;  and  said  petitioner  asked  the  decree  of  said  court 
for  the  sale  of  said  land,  for  one-third  of  the  purchase-money 
to  be  paid  [in  cash,  and  the  residue  to  be  paid?]  on  the  1st  day 
of  January,  1861,  with  interest  from  the  1st  January,  1860.  Said 
petiton  was  filed  in  August,  1859,  and  said  decree  was  granted  on 
the  10th  October,  1859 ;  and  on  said  10th  October,  1859,  said  sale 
was  advertised  in  the  Moulton  Democrat^  a  newspaper  published 
in  said  county,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  said  court,  describing 
said  lands  and  town  lots,  the  order  of  sale  and  the  terms  thereof , and 
signed  by  said  Baker  as  administrator.  Your  orator  further  shows, 
that  on  the  said  14th  N^ovember,  1859,  in  pursuance  of  said  decree 
and  advertisement,  said  Baker,  as  administrator,  did  sell  said  lands 
so  advertised ;  that  said  eighty  acres  of  land  above  described  was 
bid  off  at  said  sale  and  purchased  by  John  A.  Gilchrist,  on  the 
terms  as  advertised,  at  the  price  of dollars  per  acre,  aggregat- 
ing the  sum  of  §2,000 ;  that  said  Gilchrist  paid  one-third  of  said 
purchase-money  in  cash,  and  gave  his  note  for  the  balance,  pay- 
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able  January  Ist,  1861,  with  interest  from  January  Ist,  1860; 
that  said  Baker,  as  such  administrator,  duly  rejx>rted  the  sale  of 
said  lands  to  said  Probate  Court  on  the  20th  Febmary,  1860, 
and  said  report  was  recorded  by  said  court,  and  said  sale  was 
also  duly  approved.  And  complainant  further  shows,  that  the 
said  John  A.  (iilchrist,  after  the  maturity  of  the  said  note  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchase-money,  fully  paid  off  and  discharged 
the  same,  and  said  note  was  delivered  up  and  surrendered  to 
him  by  said  leaker,  with  marks  of  cancellation  and  payment 
across  the  same  by  said  Baker;  but,  the  war  coming  on  imme- 
diately after  the  maturity  of  said  note,  the  further  proceedings 
in  said^^robate  Court,  properly  following  the  payment  of  said 
note,  were  not  had  in  said  court.  So  far  as  complainant 
knows  or  believes,  said  administrator  never  made  any  report 
of  the  payment  of  the  balance  of  said  purchase-money,  nor  was 
any  application  ever  made  for  an  order  to  make  title  to  said 
John  A.  Gilchrist,  and  no  title  was  ever  made  to  him  by  said 
Baker.  The  records  of  the  Probate  Court  of  said  county,  dur- 
ing the  time  which  embraces  the  entries  aforesaid,  M-ere  destroyed 
during  tlie  late  war;  so  that  your  orator  is  unable  to  produce 
copies  of  the  transactions  al>ove  recited." 

The  bill  contained,  also,  the  following  allegations:  "Your 
orator  further  shows,  that-  the  taxes  on  said  land  for  1869  were 
not  })aid,  and  that  for  default  thereof,  on  the  10th  March,  1870, 
after  all  legal  and  regular  steps  by  the  assessor  and  collector  of 
taxes,  the  said  lands  were  sold  l)v  the  tax-collector,  the  said  tax 
being  assessed  to  owners  unknown;  and  at  the  sale  thereof 
Thomas  Masterson  l»ecanie  the  purchaser  of  said  lands,  for  the 
sum  of  !!;25,  that  being  the  tax,  penalty,  and  expenses  of  the 
same,  together  with  other  lands  in  the  same  assessment ;  and 
the  said  Masterson,  on  the  10th  Marcii,  1872,  transferred  his 
certificate  of  ])urchase  to  yonr  orator;  and  that  on  the  25th 
March,  1872,  lion.  .lohn  A.  AfcDonald,  the  probate  judge  of 
said  county,  executed  a  deed  to  your  orator  for  said  lands. 
The  said  original  deed  is  lost,  or  mislaid,  so  that  your  orator 
can  not  find  the  same,  though  he  has  made  diligent  search  for 
it,  but  the  same  is  recorded :''  and  a  copy  was  made  an  exhibit 
to  the  bill.  This  deed,  as  shown  by  the  exhibit,  recited  that  a 
quarter-section  of  land,  jiarticularly  described  by  nunil>er,  town- 
snip  and  range,  "was  subject  to  taxation  for  the  year  1869;" 
that  vsaid  taxes  remaining  due  and  unpaid,  on  the  10th  March, 
1870,  the  tax-collector.  "  by  virtue  of  authority  vested  in  him 
by  law,  at  an  adjourned  sale  which  was  l)egun  and  held  on  the 
first  Monday  in  March,  1870,  did  expose  to  sale  at  the  court 
house  in  said  county,  in  substantial  conformity  with  all  the  re- 
quisitions of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the 
said  real  projjerty  above  described,  for  the  payment  of  the 
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taxes,  interest,  penalties  and  costs  tlien  due  and  remaining  un- 
paid ;"  tliat  Masterson  became  the  purchaser  of  said  quarter-sec- 
tion, "  which  was  the  least  quantity  bid  for,"  at  the  price  of  $25, 
which  he  paid  to  the  tax-collector ;  that  Masterson  afterwards 
transferred  his  certificate  of  purchase  to  said  P.  P.  Gilchrist ; 
that  two  years  had  elapsed  since  the  sale,  and  the  land  had  not 
been  redeemed,  &c. 

The  administrator  answered  the  bill,  denying  all  its  material 
allegations  as  to  the  sale  of  the  lands  under  the  probate  decree 
— that  a  proper  petition  was  ever  filed,  or  that  the  proper  par- 
ties were  brought  in,  or  that  the  purchase-money  was  paid,  &c.; 
and  requiring  strict  proof  of  all  these  allegations.  He  also  de- 
murred to  the  bill,  for  want  of  equity,  because  it  showed  that 
the  alleged  order  for  the  sale  of  the  lauds  was  void  for  uncer- 
tainty and  indefiniteness  in  the  description  thereof;  and  because 
the  complainant,  if  he  acquired  any  title  by  his  alleged  pur- 
chase at  the  tax-sale,  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law;  and  on 
several  other  grounds  specifically  assigned.  The  other  defend- 
ants adopted  the  answer  and  demurrer  of  the  administrator. 

The  complainant  took  the  deposition  of  John  A.  Gilchrist, 
who  testified,  tliat  he  bought  the  land  at  a  sale  "  conducted  by 
said  J.  C.  Baker,  who  claimed  to  act  under  a  decree  of  the 
Probate  Court;"  that  he  paid  one-third  of  the  purchase-money 
in  cash,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  sale,  and  gave  his  note 
for  the  residue,  as  alleged  in  the  bill ;  that  this  note  was  after- 
wards settled,  by  agreement  between  him,  said  Baker,  and  Rob- 
ert G.  McMahon,  to  whom  the  estate  of  said  John  J.  McMahon 
was  indebted,  by  his  giving  a  draft  on  his  com  mission-merchants 
in  Huntsville,  in  favor  of  said  Robert  G.  McMahon,  and  said 
Baker  then  delivered  up  his  note,  having  written  the  word 
'''"Settled''''  across  the  face  of  it.  He  produced  the  note,  which 
purported  to  be  given  for  "  second  and  last  payment  on  the 
purchase  of  eighty  acres  of  land  north  of  Courtland ;"  and  tes- 
tified that  the  word  '■'■Settled,^''  written  across  the  face  of  it,  was 
in  the  handwriting  of  said  J.  C.  Baker.  The  defendants  object- 
ed to  the  competency  of  this  witness  to  testify  as  to  any  trans- 
actions between  himself  and  said  Baker,  and  moved  to  suppress 
tliose  portions  of  his  testimony. 

The  complainant  also  took  the  deposition  of  the  probate 
judge  of  the  county,  who  testified  to  the  destruction  of  the  rec- 
ords and  papers  of  his  oflice  during  the  war,  by  the  United 
States  soldiers  under  Gen.  Streight;  and  he  appended  to  his 
deposition  a  certified  transcript,  purporting  to  contain  "  all  the 
records  of  my  [his]  said-  office  relating  to  the  estate  of  John  J. 
McMahon,  having  any  connection  with  the  sale  of  property  of 
said  estate."  The  following  are  the  material  portions  of  this 
transcript :    "  State   of   Alabama,  LawTence  County.     Probate 

Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  11 

[Gilchrist  v.  Shackelford.] 

Court,  February  Term,  1860.  On  the  application  of  J.  C  Ba- 
ker, administrator  of  the  estate  of  J.  J.  McMahon,  deceased,  it 
is  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  inventory  of  property  and 
report  of  sale,  as  returned  and  sworn  to  by  said  administrator, 
be  received  and  admitted  to  record,  whicii  is  in  the  words  and 
figures  following,  to-wit :  Inventory  of  property  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  J.  J.  McMahon,  deceased,  appraised,  advertised, 
and  sold  by  order  of  court,  November  14,  1859.  Terms  of 
sale,  one-third  cash,  January  Ist,  I860;  balance  due  January 
Ist,  1861,  bearing  interest  from  date.  .  .  .  Eighty  acres  of 
land  north  of  Courtland,  being  a  part  of  S.  E.  ^  of  section  18, 
T.  4,  R.  4,  sold  to  John  A.  Gilchrist,  subject  to  survey,  for 
$30.01— $2,400.80.  On  surveying  these  4  acres,  at  $30.01— 
$120.04,  to  be  secured  by  bill  on  Scruggs,  Donegan  <fe  Co.  .  . 
The  land  was  nut  surveyed  until  the  14th  February,  three  months 
after  the  sale ;  hence  the  delay  in  making  the  return.  The  land 
sold  to  Gilchrist,  advertised  as  80  acres,  surveyed  84  acres.  .  , 
I  hereby  certify,  that  the  above  statement  of  sale  is  correct." 
This  was  signed  by  Baker  as  administrator,  and  purported  to 
be  sworn  to  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  but  without  date. 

The  complainant  also  offered  in  evidence  the  deed  of  the  tax- 
collector,  but  adduced  no  evidence  of  the  proceedings  on  which 
the  sale  was  founded ;  and  the  defendants  objected  to  the  ad- 
mission of  the  deed  as  evidence. 

The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrers  to  the  bill,  but  dis- 
misssed  it,  on  final  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proof,  on  the 
ground  that  the  complainant  had  failed  to  make  out  his  case. 

The  decree  dismissing  the  bill  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

D.  P.  Lewis,  and  E.  H.  Foster,  for  appellant.— Though  the 
evidence  may  not  be  sufiicient  to  establish  a  valid  petition  and 
order  of  sale,  the  records  having  been  destroyed,  it  is  shown 
beyond  controversy  that  a  sale  was  made  by  Baker,  as  adminis- 
trator, under  proceedings  had  in  the  Probate  Court ;  that  Gil- 
christ became  the  purchaser,  and  paid  the  purchase-money ;  and 
that  it  was  applied  to  the  lawful  purposes  of  the  administration, 
in  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  estate.  On  these  facts, 
there  being  no  allegation  or  pretense  of  fraud,  the  purchaser 
may  ask  a  court  of  equity  to  compel  the  heirs  to  make  him  a 
title,  or  to  refund  the  purchase-money,  even  though  the  order 
of  sale  was  void. — Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152-62 ;  Bell  v. 
Craig,  52  Ala.  117;  Pickens  v.  Varharough,  30  Ala.  408; 
Smith  V.  We7't,  64  Ala.  34.  As  bearing  on  other  questions  that 
may  arise  in  the  case,  the  following  authorities  are  relied  on : 
Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  514;  Maneely  v.  McGee,  4  Amer.  Dec. 
105;  (rrijfith  v.  Townley,  33  Amer.  Rep.  476;  Grignan  v.  As- 
tor,  2  How.  U.  S.  340;  Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Peters,  162; 
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Palmer  v.  Gumsey,  7  Wendell,  248 ;  Decks?'  v.  Livingston^  15 
Johns.  479;  9  Wendell,  520;  1  Phil.  Ev.  §§703,  603;  Ih.  675, 
note  2. 

Phelan  &  Wheeler,  contra. — The  testimony  of  fFohn  A. 
Gilchrist,  as  to  his  purchase  of  the  land  at  a  sale  hy  Baker,  and 
other  transactions  between  him  and  Baker,  was  not  competent 
evidence. — Code,  §  3058 ;  Stallings  v.  Hinson.  49  Ala.  92 ;  46 
Ala.  580;  Alexander  v.  Hoffman.  70  111.  114.  There  is  no  le- 
gal proof  of  any  sale  by  the  administrator  under  proper  pro- 
ceedings— no  proof  that  any  petition  was  ever  filed,  or  any  or- 
der of  sale  based  on  it.  The  case  stands  as  if  the  land  had 
been  sold  by  the  administrator  without  any  order  of  court,  and 
without  any  authority  whatever;  and  such  a  sale  is  void. — Ash- 
urst  V.  Ashurst,  13  Ala.  781;  Famhro  v.  Gantt,  12  Ala.  298; 
JBartee  v.  Tompkins,  4  Sneed,  622.  The  decree  and  proceed- 
ings for  the  sale  must  be  proved  by  the  record,  or  a  certified* 
copy. — Lyon  v.  Boiling,  14  Ala.  753.  If  the  record  has  been 
destroyed,  the  only  remedy  is  to  substitute  the  lost  record. — Hish- 
op  V.  ilamptoti,^  19  Ala.  792 ;  2  Brick.  Dig.  393-4.  The  proof 
failing  to  sustain  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  the  complainant  can 
not  have  relief  based  on  the  application  of  the  purchase-money  ; 
since,  if  that  fact  was  fully  proved,  it  is  outside  the  allegations 
and  prayer  of  the  bill. 

STONE,  J. — The  present  bill  was  filed  to  enjoin  an  action 
of  ejectment,  and  to  obtain  title  to  lands,  in  the  nature  of  an 
application  for  specific  performance.  It  rests  on  two  distinct 
<}laims;  first,  purciiase  at  tax-sale,  and  title  derived  thereunder. 
If  Gilchrist  acquired  any  title  under  that  purchase  and  convey- 
ance, it  was  and  is  purely  legal,  and  can  not  aid  the  equity 
of  the  present  bill.  But  neither  the  averments  nor  proofs  of 
that  sale  and  conveyance  are  sufficient  to  effect  a  devestiture  of 
title  for  non-payment  of  taxes.  — Oliver  v.  Robinson,  58  Ala.  46. 

The  main  ground  of  relief  is  the  alleged  purchase  at  admin- 
istrator's sale.  On  this  question  we  feel  constrained  to  hold,  with 
the  chancellor,  that  the  complainant  has  failed  to  make  out  his 
case.  The  power  in  the  administrator  to  sell  the  lands  of  his 
intestate  is  purely  statutory ;  and  unless  he  files  a  petition,  con- 
taining the  necessary  averments  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction, 
the  Probate  Court  can  make  no  valid  order  of  sale.  Save  when 
the  parties  are  all  adults,  and  of  sound  mind,  a  sale  made  with- 
out an  order  of  court  therefor,  based  on  a  proper  petition  filed, 
and  upon  depositions  taken  in  writing  as  in  chancery  cases,  is 
absolutely  void,  and  confers  no  title. — Satcher  ti,  Satcher,  41 
Ala.  'i^\  Pettus  v.  McClannahan,  52  Ala.  55;  Robertson  v. 
Bradford,  70  Ala.  385.     And  even  when  the    parties  are  all 
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adults,  and  of  8oniid  mind,  all  the  fore£!:oing  requisites  must  be 
confoniied  to,  except  that  on  collateral  assault,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  record  shall  show  that  the  proof  was  taken  by 
deposition. 

The  averments  of  the  pregent  bill,  as  to  what  the  petition  to 
the  Probate  Court  contained,  are  fatally  defective.  The  de- 
scription of  the  land  in  the  petition  for  the  order  of  sale,  as 
averred  in  the  bill,  falls  below  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 
Code  of  1876,  Jj  2450.  The  language  employed  in  this  descrip- 
tion is,  "Eighty  acres  of  land,  lying  north  of  Courtland,  and 
east  of  the  Lamb's  Ferry  road."  The  statute  declares,  the  pe- 
tition "must  describe  the  lands  accurately."  The  description, 
as  averred  in  this  bill,  is  void  for  uncertainty. 

There  are  many  other  jurisdictional  averments,  necessary  to 
a  valid  petititm,  which  this  bill  fails  to  show  were  made.  The 
petition,  to  be  sufficient,  must  expressly  state  one  of  the  statutory 
grounds  authorizing  a  sale.  Without  this,  the  court  never  ac- 
quires jurisdiction  to  order  a  sale ;  and  a  sale  made  under  an 
order,  granted  otherwise  than  on  such  petition,  confers  no  title, 
legal  or  equitable.  A  bill,  such  as  this,  which  seeks  to  perfect 
a  title  to  lands  purchased  at  administrator's  sale,  must  expressly 
aver  the  existence  of  the  facts  which  gave  the  Probate  Court 
jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale;  and  they  must  be  expressly 
averred,  not  as  conclusions,  but  as  specified  facts.  "Appro- 
priate allegations,"  "proper  parties,  "legal  grounds,''  are 
wholly  insufficient.  The  bill  should  have  set  forth  what 
were  the  allegations,  who  were  the  parties,  and  what  was  the 
ground  on  which  the  order  was  prayed. — Rohertson  v.  Brad- 
jord^  70  Ala.  358 ;  Tyson  v.  Brown^  65  Ala.  244.  Sometimes 
these  averments  are  supplied  by  making  a  transcript  of  the 
probate  proceedings  an  exhii)it  to  the  bill,  but  that  was  not 
done  in  this  case.  And,  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  averments 
of  the  bill  are  denied,  the  onus  is  on  the  complainant  to  prove 
them.  This  is  done  by  the  production  of  the  probate  record, 
properly  authenticated,  when  it  is  in  existence.  If  destroyed, 
it  must  be  proved  as  other  disputed  facts  are  proved. — Mo- 
Bi^de  V.  idodes,  69  Ala.  133 ;  &n{th  v.  Wert,  64  Ala.  34.  Both 
the  averments  and  pr<X)f  in  this  case  are  wholly  insufficient. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant,  that,  even  if  the  record  fails  to 
show  the  Probate  (^ourt  acquired  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale, 
he  is  entitled  to  relief,  because  the  estate  got  the  benefit  of  the 
purchase-money,  in  having  its  debt  cancelled  to  that  extent. 
Bell  V.  Craigy  52  Ala.  215,  and  Bland  v.  Boicie^  53  Ala.  152, 
are  relied  on  in  support  of  this  position.  A  complete  answer 
to  this  argument  is  found  in  the  fact,  that  the  bill  contains  no 
averment  to  let  in  such  proof.     Relief  can  not  be  granted  on 
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allegations  witliout  proof,  nor  on  proof  without  allegations. — 1 
Brick.  Dig.  743,  §§  1538  et  seq. 
AtHrined. 


Berry,  DemoTille  &  Co.  v.  Sot\  ell. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Reformation  of  Deed. 

1.  Reformation  of  written  instruments  in  equity. — When,  through  mis- 
take or  fraud,  a  written  instrument  fails  to  express  a  material  term  of  the 
real  contract  which  the  parties  mutually  intended  to  make,  a  court  of 
equity  will  reform  it,  on  clear  and  satisfactory  proof,  so  as  to  make  it  ex- 
press the  true  contract ;  and  this  relief  will  be  granted,  not  only  between 
the  immediate  parties  to  the  contract,  but  also  against  creditors  and  pur- 
chasers chargeable  with  notice  of  the  mistake ;  but  not  against  innocent 
third  persons  who  have  acquired  vested  rights,  and  who  can  not  be  placed 
in  statu  quo. 

2.  Same. — On  the  facts  of  this  case, — a  father  having  conveyed  by 
deed  a  house  and  lot  to  his  married  daughter,  reciting  only  love  and  affec- 
tion as  its  consideration,  and  not  using  any  words  which  would  exclude 
the  marital  rights  of  her  husband ;  and  an  attachment  against  the  father 
being  afterwards  levied  on  the  property — the  deed  was  reformed,  against 
the  husband,  the  father,  and  the  attaching  creditor,  on  averment  and 
proof  that  the  husband  bought  the  property,  paid  a  part  of  the  price  with 
moneys  belonging  to  his  wife,  and  conveyed  it  to  her  father,  under  a  ver- 
bal agreement  between  the  three  that  it  should  be  conveyed  to  the  wife 
as  an  equitable  separate  estate  ;  and  that  it  was  not  so  conveyed  through 
mistake  on  the  part  of  the  draughtsman. 

3.  Same;  voluntary  conveyance;  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration. 
A  voluntary  conveyance  is  void  as  to  the  existing  creditors  of  the  grantor, 
and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  at  law,  to  contradict  its  recitals  as 
to  the  consideration.  Hence,  the  grantee,  claiming  that  the  deed  was 
founded  in  fact  on  valuable  consideration,  would  be  "without  legal  remedy 
against  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  grantor,  and  the  levy  of  the  attach- 
ment would  be  no  obstacle  to  a  reformation  of  the  deed  in  equity. 

4.  Same;  u'ho  is  bona  fide  jmrchaser  ;  right  of  creditor  to  pursue  mon- 
eys of  debtor. — The  attaching  creditor  in  such  case,  seeking  to  recover  an 
antecedent  debt  due  from  the  grantor,  can  not  claim  protection  as  a  bona 
fide  purchaser,  against  the  equity  of  the  grantee  to  have  the  deed  re- 
formed ;  nor  can  he  claim  that  the  deed  is  partly  voluntary  (and  to  that 
extent  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  him),  because  the  grantor,  his  debtor, 
paid  a  balance  of  purchase-money  due  to  the  original  vendor  of  the  land, 
when  it  appears  that  he  was  bound  on  the  note  as  surety  for  the  pur- 
chaser, the  husband  of  the  grantee ;  nor  can  he  assert  any  rights  against 
the  land,  by  subrogation  or  otherwise,  on  account  of  the  moneys  thus 
paid  by  his  debtor. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Limestone. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 
The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  26th  April,  1876,  by 
Mrs.  Julia  C.  Sowell,  a  married  woman,  suing  by  her  next 
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friend,  against  Benjamin  M.  Sowell  (her  husband),  Preston  Cap 
ehaw  (her  father),  and  the  partners  composinor  the  mercantile 
firm  of  Berrv,  Demoville  &  Co.,  a  firm  doing  business  in  Nash- 
ville, Tennessee ;  and  sought  tiie  reformation  of  a  deed  to  a 
house  and  lot  in  the  town  of  Athens,  so  as  to  make  it  show  that 
it  was  not  a  voluntary  conveyance  (as  on  its  face  it  purported 
to  be),  and  to  create  in  the  complainant  an  equitable  separate 
estate;  and  also  an  injunction  against  attachments  which  had 
been  levied  on  the  house  and  lot,  as  the  property  of  said  Cap- 
ehaw,  at  the  suit  of  Berry,  Demoville  &  Co.,  as  creditors  of 
said  Capshaw.  The  deed  sought  to  be  reformed,  dated  Decem- 
ber 19,  1873,  was  executed  by  said  Preston  Capshaw,  and  con- 
veyed the  said  house  and  lot  to  the  complainant,  on  the  recited 
consideration  of  natural  love  and  afi^ction  for  her.  The  said 
house  and  lot  formerly  belonged  to  one  B.  M.  Townsend,  and 
was  sold  and  conveyed  by  him,  by  deed  dated  March  16th,  1S70, 
to  said  B.  M.  Sowell,  the  complainant's  husband.  The  consid- 
eration of  this  sale  and  conveyance  was  $2,000,  one  lialf  of 
which  was  paid  in  cash  by  said  B.  M.  Sowell ;  and  he  gave  his 
note  for  the  residue,  payable  tM^elve  months  after  date,  with 
said  Capshaw  and  another  as  his  sureties.  On  May  22d,  1871, 
B,  M.  Sowell  conveyed  said  house  and  lot  to  said  Capshaw,  on 
the  recited  consideration  of  $2,000,  by  deed  with  covenants  of 
warranty ;  and  Capshaw  conveyed  it  to  the  complainant,  by 
deed  dated  December  19,  1873,  the  reformation  of  which  was 
sought  by  the  bill.  When  Sowell's  note  for  the  purchase- 
money  remaining  unpaid,  f!l,000,  fell  due,  or  soon  afterwards, 
it  was  paid  or  taken  up  by  Capshaw,  his  surety,  who  paid  $600 
in  cash,  and  gave  his  own  note  for  the  residue,  $400 ;  and  he 
paid  this  note  afterwards.  In  explanation  of  these  transac- 
tions, and  as  grounds  for  a  reformation  of  Capshaw's  deed  to 
the  complainant  as  prayed,  the  bill  alleged  that,  about  the  time 
when  Sowell's  note  for  $1,000  became  due,  on  which  Capshaw 
was  bound  as  his  surety,  the  complainant's  husband  and  father 
desired  to  have  the  property  settled  on  her  as  an  equitable  sep- 
arate estate,  and  to  accomplish  this  object,  by  agreement  be- 
tween them  and  the  complainant,  she  and  her  husband  conveyed 
another  lot  in  Athens  to  said  Capshaw,  in  consideration  of  the 
payment  by  him  of  the  amount  due  on  the  note  to  Townsend, 
and  Sowell  also  conj^eyed  to  him  the  said  house  and  lot  involved 
in  this  suit,  on  his  agreement  to  convey  the  property  last  men- 
tioned to  the  complamant,  by  words  which  might  create  in  her 
an  equitable  separate  estate ;  and  that  by  a  common  mistake  on 
the  part  of  the  parties  themselves,  and  through  the  ignorance 
or  mistake  of  the  draughtsman,  the  deed  afterwards  executed 
to  her  failed  to  express  this  intention  and  agreement.  The 
attachment  of  Berry,  Demoville  &  Co.  was  levied  on  the  land 
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on  the  14th  April,  1874,  and  was  founded  on  a  debt  created  in 
1873,  by  a  partnership  of  which  Capshaw  was  a  member;  and 
the  complainant  alleged  ''that  said  property  was,  at  the  time 
and  long  before  the  creation  of  said  alleged  ,debt,  her  separate 
property,  and  was  in  her  actual  possession,  openly  held  and 
claimed  by  her,  and  purchased  and  paid  for  by  means  of  her 
own  and  her  husband's." 

Capshaw  and  B.  M.  Sowell  admitted  the  allegations  of  the 
bill,  and  made  no  defense.  Berry,  Demoville  &  Co.  demurred 
to  the  bill  for  want  of  equity,  assigning  several  specific  grounds 
of  demurrer ;  denied  the  alleged  agreement  and  mistake,  and 
required  strict  proof  thereof ;  denied  that  they  had  any  notice, 
actual  or  constructive,  of  said  mistake  and  agreement,  and 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to^  protection  against  it  as  hona  fide  pur- 
chasers without  notice ;  and  insisted  that  Capshaw's  deed  to  the 
complainant,  at  least  to  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  paid 
by  him  to  Townsend,  was  voluntary,  fraudulent,  and  void  as 
against  them.  The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrer  to  the 
bill,  and,  on  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  rendered  a 
decree  for  the  complainant.  The  overruling  of  the  demurrer, 
and  the  final  decree,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

McClellan  &  McClellan,  for  appellants. — (1.)  The  legal 
title  to  the  house  and  lot  was  vested  in  Capshaw  by  Sowell's 
deed  to  him,  and  that  deed  was  duly  executed  and  recorded. 
Capshaw's  deed  to  Mrs.  Sowell  is  a  voluntary  conveyance  on  its 
face,  and  is,  therefore,  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  his  exist- 
ing creditors. — Foote  v.  Cobh^  18  Ala.  585 ;  Thomas  v.  DeGraf- 
fenreid,  17  Ala.  602,  and  cases  cited  in  2d  Brick.  Digest,  21, 
§  100.  (2.)  Whether  the  purchase-money  to  Townsend  was 
paid  by  Sowell  or  Capshaw,  or  partly  by  each,  is  immaterial ; 
the  complainant  being,  in  either  case,  a  mere  volunteer,  or  gra- 
tuitous donee. — 1  Story's  Equity,  §§  706-7,  789-94 ;  and  cases 
collected  in  1st  Brick.  Digest,  694,  §  790.  (3.)  To  authorize 
the  reformation  of  a  written  instrument,  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
take, the  proof  must  be  certain,  clear,  conclusive,  and  satisfac- 
tory beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. — Campbell  v.  Hatohett,  55  Ala. 
548 ;  Clark  v.  Ha7%  57  Ala.  390 ;  Huhhard  v.  Allen,  59  Ala. 
283 ;  Lockhart  v.  Cameron,  29  Ala.  355 ;  Humbly  v.  Staintoriy 
24  Ala.  712.  The  evidence  here  utterly  fails  to  establish  the 
mistake  or  mistakes,  as  alleged,  and  the  admitted  facts  clearly 
negative  any  mistake.  Sowell  was  the  draughtsman  of  the 
deed,  ^d  he  was  a  licensed  attorney.  That  he  should  have 
conveyed  the  property  to  Capshaw,  instead  of  conveying  it  di- 
rectly to  his  wife,  if  he  desired  to  create  an  equitable  estate  in 
her,  was  a  very  singular  procedure,  which  ought  to  have  been 
explained ;  and  his  acceptance  of  a  deed  from  Capshaw^,  w^hich, 
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instead  of  stating  the  facts  now  set  up,  simply  recites  love  and 
affection  as  its  consideration,  ought  to  have  been  explained,  if 
at  all  susceptible  of  explanation.  Add  to  this  the  averment  of 
the  bill,  that  the  complainant  knew  nothing  of  these  matters 
until  within  "about  two  months  before  the  commencement  of 
this  suit"  (frojn  which  it  is  a  fair  inference,  tliat  neither  of 
these  deeds  was  ever  delivered  to  her),  and  belief  in  an  honest 
mistake  or  mistakes,  as  alleged,  requires  great  credulity.  (4.) 
But  all  these  transactions,  when  considered  in  connection  with 
the  insolvency  of  said  Capshaw,  his  efforts  to  defeat  the  claims 
of  his  creditors  by  collecting  his  available  assets,  disposing  of 
his  proj)erty,  and  leaving  the  country,  and  the  levy  of  an  attach- 
ment on  this  property,  are  easily  understood,  and  show  an  at- 
tempt to  defraud  creditors,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
countenance. — Patton  v.  Bcecher,  62  Ala.  580-94;  May  v. 
May,  33  Ala.  203 ;  Brantley  v.   West,  27  Ala.  642. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  contra,  cited  Story's  Equity,  vol.  1, 
§§  136,  138,  156,  105,  166 ;  Larklns  v.  Biddle,  21  Ala.  252 ; 
Sawyer  v.  Harvey,  3  Ala.  331 ;  Alexander  v.  CaldioeU,  55  Ala. 
517 ;  Sto7ie  v.  Hale,  17  Ala.  564 ;  Whitehead  v.  Brmmi,  18  Ala. 
682 ;  Baskins  v.  Calhoun,  45  Ala.  582. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — It  is  a  settled  principle  of  equity  juris- 
prudence, that  where,  by  mistake,  or  fraud,  a  deed  or  other 
written  contract  fails  to  express  any  material  tenn  of  the  real 
agreement  which  the  parties  mutually  intended  to  make,  a  court 
of  equity  will,  on  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  of  such  mistake 
or  fraud,  reform  the  instrument,  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  embody  the  actual  or  true 
agreement. — Alexander  v.  Caldwell,  55  Ala.  517;  Campbell  v. 
Hatchett,  Ih.  548.  The  aim  of  the  court,  in  such  cases,  is  to 
place  the  parties,  as  nearly  as  possible,  in  the  situation  they 
would  have  occupied  but  for  the  mistake. — Waterman  on  Spe- 
cific Performance,  §^  368,  369. 

And  this  jurisdiction  to  reform  or  rectify  written  instruments 
may  be  exercised  as  well  against  creditors,  and  purchasers  hav- 
ing actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  mistake,  as  between  the 
immediate  parties  themselves. — Dozier  v.  Mitchell,  05  Ala.  511 ; 
Baskins  v.  Calhoun.,  45  Ala.  582;  Williams  v.  Hatch,  38  Ala. 
338 ;  1  Story's  Eq.  J.ur.  §§  165,  166.  If,  however,  the  parties 
can  not  be  placea  in  statu  quo,  or  if  the  mistake  can  not  be 
rectilied  without  impairing  the  vested  rights  of  innocent  third 
parties,  having  no  notice  of  the  mistake,  the  aid  of  equity  will 
be  withheld. — Waterman  on  Spec.  Perf.  §  384. 

The  present  bill  is  tiled  to  reform  a  deed  to  certain  real  estate, 
executed  by  the  defendant,  Capshaw,  to  the  complainant,  Mrs. 
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Sowell.  and  dated  -  December  19,  1873.  Ancillary  to  this,"  an 
injunction  is  prayed  against  a  writ  of  attachment  levied  upon 
the  land  by  the  appellants,  Berry,  Demoville  &  Co.  No  diffi- 
culty is  presented  as  between  the  immediate  parties  to  the  deed. 
The  bill  alleges  an  agreement  between  Benjamin  Sowell,  com- 
plainant's husband,  who  is  made  one  of  the  defendants  to, the 
bill,  and  his  wife,  the  complainant,  on  the  one  part,  and  the  de- 
fendant, Capshaw,  on  the  other,  that  the  husband  should  con- 
vey the  property  in  controversy  to  Capshaw,  in  order  that  he 
might  re-convey  to  the  wife,  in  such  manner,  and  with  such  apt 
words,  as  to  constitute  the  property  her  separate  estate  by  con- 
tract. Capshaw,  who  thus  constituted  himself  a  mere  trustee, 
made  this  re-conveyance;  but,  by  omission,  ignorance,  or  mis- 
take of  the  draughtsman,  the  consideration  of  the  deed  was 
recited  to  be  mere  love  and  qffeotion,  instead  of  a  valuable  one 
moving  from  the  grantee  and  her  husband,  and  tlie  a^t  loords 
necessary  to  describe  or  create  the  separate  equitahle  estate  were 
omitted.  The  parties  are  thus  alleged  to  have  executed  an  in- 
strument, by  common  mistake,  different  from  the  one  agreed 
on,  and  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant.  These 
facts  are  admitted  in  the  answers  of  both  Capshaw,  the  grantor 
in  the  deed,  and  of  Benjamin  Sowell,  the  husband,  who  acted 
for  his  wife ;  and  are,  in  our  opinion,  sustained  by  the  evidence. 
The  case  is  clearly  one  in  which  the  equity  of  rectification, 
which  is  strictly  in  the  nature  of  specific  performance,  can  be 
invoked,  unless  there  be  some  other  ground  of  valid  objection. 

The  remedy  of  Mrs.  Sowell,  in  a  court  of  law,  was  totally 
inadequate.  The  deed  on  its  face  purported  to  be  a  mere  vol- 
untary conveyance,  which  would  be  void  as  to  the  attaching 
creditors,  whose  debts  existed  at  the  time  of  its  execution.  It 
was  incapable  of  being  established  by  parol  proof  of  a  valuable 
consideration  in  a  court  of  law,  such  evidence  being  inadmissi- 
ble as  tending  to  vary  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument.  The 
only  remedy,  in  such  cases,  is  a  bill  in  equity  filed  with  the 
view  of  its  reformation. — Kerr  on  Fraud  &  Mis.  191-2;  Huh- 
hard  v.  Allen,  59  Ala.  283. 

The  levy  of  the  attachment  was  no  obstacle  to  the  reforma- 
tion of  the  deed  conveying  the  attached  property  to  the  com- 
plainant. The  equity  of  Mrs.  Sowell,  arising  from  the  pur- 
chase of  the  house  and  lot  in  question  with  her  money,  was 
superior  to  the  lien  acquired  by  the  levy  of  the  attachment, 
whether  the  attaching  creditors  had  notice  of  such  equity  or 
not.  The  attachment  could  only  reach  the  actiial  intei'est  of  the 
defendant  in  attachment,  whatever  that  might  be,  and  is  no 
impediment  to  the  assertion  of  all  equities  previously  existing 
as  incumbrances  on  the  property. — Drake  on  Attachments, 
:§  223 ;  Freeman  on  Judg.  §§  356-7.     IS'or  can  an  attaching 
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creditor  claim  protection  as  a  hotiajide  purchaser,  as  he  seeks  to 
recover  an  old  debt,  and  parts  with  no  present  consideration. 
Depeyster  V.  Gould,  21>  Amer.  Dee.  723;  Rogers  v.  Adams, 
<56  Ala.  600.  The  same  rule  was  applicable,  in  this  State,  to 
the  liens  of  judgment  creditors,  until  it  was  expressly  abrogated 
by  statute. — Coster  v.  Bank  of  Georgia,  24  Ala.  37;  Preston 
<$i  Stetson  v.. McMillan,  ^S  Ala.  84;'  Code  of  1876,  g§  2199, 
2200 ;  Freeman  on  Judg.  §§  356-7. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  complainant  was  in  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  that  the  deed  from  C'apshaw  to  her,  here 
sought  to  be  reform.ed,  was  executed  and  recorded  before  the 
levy  of  the  attachnient  sued  out  by  appellants.  The  original 
vendors,  Townsend  and  wife,  conveyed  to  Benjamin  Sowell,  in 
Marcli,  1870,  for  a  consideration  of  two  thousand  dollars.  Of 
this  sum,  one  thousand  dollars  was  paid  in  cash ;  and  the  note 
of  Sowell  was  given  for  the  balance,  upon  which  Capshaw  he- 
came  one  of  the  sureties.  Capshaw  afterwards  became  indebted 
to  Sowell,  in  the  sum  of  about  six  hundred  dollars,  for  a  lot  of 
land  in  the  town  of  Athens,  which  he  paid  upon  the  debt  to 
Townsend  ;  and  he  also  paid  out  of  his  own  funds  the  balance 
of  the  purchase-money,  amounting  to  about  fmir  Jnindred  dol- 
lars. It  is  insisted  that  this  was  a  donation  to  the  complainant, 
his  daughter,  to  wiiom  he  convened  the  house  and  lot.  as  above 
stated,  in  December,  1873,  and  that  the  conveyance  was,  there- 
fore, fraudulent.  If  the  premise  be  true,  the  conclusion  would 
follow,  at  least  so  far  as  to  render  the  deed  constructively  fraud- 
ulent, and  the  grantee  would  be  constituted  a  trustee  in  invittnn 
to  the  extent  of  the  gift;  such  being  the  principle  governing 
voluntary  conveyances. — Bump  on  \  r.  Conv.  303.  But  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  regard  the  transaction  in  this  light.  The  four 
hundred  dollars  in  question  was  paid  by  Capshaw,  pursuant  to 
a  previous  obligation  entered  into  as  surety  for  Benjamin  Sow- 
eU.  It  was  not,  therefore,  a  gift  to  the  complainant,  but  money 
paid  by  request  for  the  use  of  the  principal,  Sowell,  against 
whom  an  action  of  assumpsit  would  lie  at  the  instance  of  Cap- 
shaw. So,  a  garnishment  might  lie  against  him,  as  the  debtor 
of  Capshaw,  in  favor  of  the  appellants.  These  conclusions  are 
utterly  in  conflict  with  the  theory  of  a  gift  to  complainant. 

The  fact  that  the  money,  paid  by  the  surety  for  the  princi- 
pal, was  invested  by  the  latter  in  the  lands  purchased  for  com- 
plainant, confers  no  right  upon  the  appellants,  as  creditors,  to 
pursue  the  fund  into  the  investment.  Such  investment,  stand- 
ing alone,  raises  no  equity  in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  the 
surety,  either  by  subrogation  or  otherwise.  Such,  at  least,  is 
the  doctrine  of  this  court  as  established  by  its  past  decisions. 
Foster  v.  Trustees  of  Athenceum,  3  Ala.  302 ;  Knighton  v.  Gur- 
ry, 62  Ala.  404. 
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The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must,  under  these  principles, 
be  affirmed. 


TVhorley  v.-  Memphis  <&  Charleston 
Kailroad  Company. 

Garnishment  on  Judgment  j  Amendm,ent  of  Judgment  mmo 

pro  tun/). 

1.  Judgment  against  garnishee;  recital  of  judgment  against  defendant. 
A  garnishment  on  a  judgment  being  consequential  and  auxiliary  only, 
the  final  judgment  against  the  garnishee  must  recite  the  fact  and  amount 
of  the  judgment  against  the  original  defendant. 

2.  Amendment  of  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. — At  common  law,  a  judg- 
ment could  not  be  amended  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  it 
was  rendered ;  and  while  the  statutory  provisions  authorizing  the  correc- 
tion of  errors  or  mistakes  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  on  record  or 
quasi-Yecord  evidence  (Code,  §  3154),  have  been  liberally  construed,  they 
are  confined  to  clerical  errors  or  mistakes,  leaving  judicial  errors  to  be 
corrected  by  appeal. 

3.  Same;  vjliat  are  clerical  errors. — In  the  entry  of  a  final  judgment 
against  a  garnishee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  recite  the  fact  and 
amount  of  the  original  judgment  against  the  defendant ;  and  his  failure  to 
do  so  is  a  clerical  error,  which  may  be  corrected  nunc  pro  tunc  at  a  sub- 
sequent term. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Limestone. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

The  appellants  in  this  case,  J.  &.  L.  Whorley,  recovered  a 
judgment  by  default  against  William  Greet,  at  the  April  term, 
18T4,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  as  to  the  damages  was  ordered,  to 
be  executed  at  the  next  term  ;  and  at  the  next  term,  on  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  writ,  the  damages  were  assessed  at  $195.47.  On 
this  judgment  a  garnishment  was  sued  out  on  the  29th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1877,  and  was  served  on  the  Memphis  &  Charleston 
Railroad  Company  as  the  debtor  of  said  Greet.  The  garnishee 
filed  an  answer,  admitting  an  indebtedness  to  said  Greet  to  the 
amount  of  $162,50;  and  judgment  was  thereupon  rendered  against 
said  garnishee,  at  the  May  term,  1879,  for  that  amount  with  costs 
against  the  defendant ;  but  this  judgment  did  not  recite  the  fact  or 
the  amount  of  the  original  judgment.  Afterwards,  in  vacation, 
the  plaintiff  entered  on  the  docket  a  motion  to  amend  this  judg- 
ment, nunc  pro  tunc,  "by  reciting  in  substance  the  existence, 
date,  amount  and  parties  to  the  judgment  rendered  in  said 
cause  against  said  Willam  Greet ;"  and  this  motion  coming  on 
to  be  heard  at  the  next  term,  they  offered  in  evidence,  in  sup- 
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port  of  their  motion,  the  original  judgments  against  Greet,  the 
affidavit  and  garnishment,  the  answer  of  the  garnishee,  and  all 
the  proceedings  in  the  cause  shown  by  the  record.  The  court 
excluded  all  this  evidence  as  offered,  on  objections  interposed 
by  the  garnishee,  and  overruled  the  motion  to  amend  the  judg- 
ment. The  plaintiffs  duly  reserved  exceptions  to  these  several 
rulings,  and  they  now  assign  the  same  as  error. 

R.  A.  McClellan,  with  Rice  &  Wiley,  for  appellants,  cited 
Jaclisoii  V.  S/iipman,  28  Ala.  488;  Faulks  v.  IJeafd db Due,  31 
Ala.  516 ;  Curry  v.  Woodward^  44  Ala.  305 ;  Bonner  v.  Mar- 
tin cfe  Lowe,  37  Ala.  83;  Ford  v.  Tinchant,  49  Ala.  567; 
Blair  V.  Rhodes,  5  Ala.  648 ;  Drake  on  Attachment,  658. 

HuifEs  <fe  Gordon,  contra. — A  garnishment  is  the  institution 
of  a  new  suit,  and  is  governed  by  the  general  rules  applicable 
to  other  suits;  and  though  it  be  consequential  to  the  original 
suit,  the  judgment  against  the  original  defendant  is  no  part  of 
the  record  in  the  garnishment  proceedings,  unless  made  so  in 
proper  manner. — Drake  on  Attachments,  !^  452 ;  1  Brick.  Dig. 
173,  §  277;  Pearce  v.  Winter  Iron  Worlds,  32  Ala.  72.  In  this 
case,  the  original  judgment  against  the  garnishee  makes  no  ref- 
erence or  allusion  wliatever  to  tiie  judgment  against  the  origi- 
nal debtor,  and  tlie  record  nowhere  shows  that  that  judgment 
was  brought  to  the  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  court,  as  a  part 
of  the  case  against  the  garnishee.  The  motion  to  amend  nunc 
pro  tun/i  proposed  to  supply  this  defect;  not  by  showing  from 
record  evidence,  or  ^ */«*?'- record  evidence,  that  the  clerk  did 
not  enter  correctly  the  judgment  actually  rendered  by  the 
court;  but  by  adding  to  the  judgment  which  the  court  actually 
rendered,  and  supplying  omissions  which  were  fatal  to  that 
judgment.  This  is  not  the  correction  of  a  clerical  misprision, 
and  the  court  properly  refused  to  allow  it. —  VanDyke  v.  State, 
22  Ala.  57 ;  Curtis  v.  Gaines,  46  xVla.  455 ;  Jl^ parte  Cresswell, 
60  Ala.  378 ;  Pettus  v.  McClu,nahan,  52  Ala.  55-8 ;  Daviess 
County  V.  Howard,  13  Bush,  Kv.  105;  IlaU  v.  Williams,  10 
Me.  290;  1  Ohio,  375;  12  Mart.  La.  358;  Taylor  v.  Harwell, 
€5  Ala.  1 ;  Nahors  v.  Meredith.  67  Ala.  333 ;  Nolmi  v.  Locke, 
16  Ala.  52 ;  Gibson  v.  Wilson,  18  Ala.  63;  3  Tenn.  Ch.  137 ;  3 
Cal.  155;  Ai'mMrong  v.  Iiol)ertson,  2  Ala.  164;  Benford  v. 
Daniels,  13  Ala.  067;  Burt  v.  Hughes,  11  Ala.  571;  Harris 
V.  Martiti,  39  Ala.  556 ;  Drau^han  v.  Bank,  1  Stew.  6Q ;  8 
Mo.  App.  290 ;  74  N.  C.  597. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — A  garnishment,  issued  as  a  remedy  to 
obtain  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  is  strictly  statutory,  and  is, 
in  some  respects,  a  new  suit ;  yet,  it  is'essentially  consequential, 
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and  auxiliary  to  the  judgment. — Blair  v.  RJwdes^  5  Ala.  548 ; 
Hopper  V.  Todd,  8  Ala.  121 ;  Case  v.  Moore,  21  Ala.  758  ; 
Jackson  v.  Shipman,  28  Ala.  488.  It  can  not  issue  from  any 
other  court  than  that  in  which  the  judgment  was  rendered. 
Hopper  V.  Todd,  supra.  Like  an  execution  upon  the  judgment, 
it  must  issue  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiif  in  whose  favor  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  though  he  may  not  be  the  real  and 
beneficial  owner;  for,  as  is  said,  the  "suit  is  consequential  to 
the  judgment  in  the  principal  case,  is  designed  as  a  remedy  for 
its  collection,  and  must  be  commenced  and  prosecuted  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  judgment,  no  matter  who  may  be 
its  real  owner." — Jackson  v.  Shipman,  supra.  If  the  judgment 
has  been  satisfied,  and  the  satisfaction  appears  of  record,  so  that 
an  execution  can  not  issue,  a  garnishment  can  not  issue,  though 
the  fact  may  be  the  satisfaction  proceeded  from  a  stranger,  for 
whose  use  the  judgment  was  to  be  kept  open. — Thompson  v, 
Wallace,  3  Ala.  132.  As  it  is  a  dependency  of  the  judgment,  it 
is  essential  to  the  regularity  of  a  judgment  against  the  garnishee, 
that  in  it  should  be  recited  the  fact  and  amount  of  the  recovery 
against  the  original  defendant ;  otherwise  it  can  not  be  known 
that  the  plaintiff  stands  in  a  relation  which  entitles  him  to  pur- 
sue the  remedy,  nor  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the'  amount 
that  the  garnishee  is  condemned  to  pay. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  183, 
§  431.  The  judgment  originally  rendered  against  the  garnishee 
in  this  case,  not  reciting  the  fact  and  amount  of  the  recovery 
against  the  defendant,  was  therefore  defective  and  irregular. 

2.  At  the  common  law,  courts  were  not  authorized  to  amend 
judgments  after  the  close  of  the  term  at  wiiich  they  were  ren- 
dered. It  was  only  while  the  proceedings  were  in  fieri,  that 
the  right  and  authority  of  amendment  existed.  Judgments 
and  records  are  not,  therefore,  amendable  at  a  subsequent  term, 
except  in  pursuance  of  statutory  provisions,  or  when  there  is 
matter  of  record  upon  which  the  amendment  may  be  based — 
"when  there  is  some  inemorial,  paper,  or  other  minute  of  the 
transactions  in  the  case,  from  which  what  actually  took  place 
can  be  clearly  ascertained  and  known." — Alhers  v.  Whitney,  1 
Story,  310.  "'The  statute  (Code  of  1876,  §  3154)  requires  the 
amendment  of  clerical  errors  or  mistakes  in  final  judgments,  up- 
on the  application  of  either  party,  vsrhen  there  is  sufficient  mat- 
ter apparent  on  the  record  or  entries  of  the  court  to  make  the 
amendment.  The  construction  of  the  statute  has  been  liberal, 
and,  while  the  courts  have  rigidly  adhered  to  the  requisition, 
that  the  evidence  upon  which  the  amendment  is  based  must  be 
of  record,  or  quasi  of  record,  not  resting  in  parol,  all  amend- 
ments in  furtherance  of  justice,  making  the  record  speak  the 
whole  truth  of  the  transaction,  have  been  allowed.  The  omis- 
sion, mistake,  or  errors  of  the  clerical  officer  of  the  court,  have 
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not  been  permitted  to  prejudice  suitors,  when  the  evidence  for 
their  correction  was  found  upon  the  records.  The  correction 
is,  however,  of  clerical  errors — it  is  not  of  the  express  judg- 
ment the  court  may  have  pronounced.  It  is  in  respect  to  an 
error  or  defect  in  the  entry  of  the  judgment  the  court  rendered ; 
the  omission  of  the  statement  of  a  fact  the  parties  are  entitled 
to  have  spread  upon  the  record,  or,  it  may  Ije,  expunging  the 
statement  of  a  fact  incorrectly  or  impertinently  introduced. 
The  clerical  duty  is  the  entry  of  the  judgment  the  court  ren- 
ders, however  erroneous  it  may  be  ;  and  if  the  duty  is  per- 
formed, the  correction  of  the  error  must  be  made  in  an  a})j>el- 
late  court.  But,  when  the  judgment  rendered  is  not  entered, 
or  the  wrong  judgment  is  entered,  upon  proper  evidence  the 
error  will  be  corrected,  and  the  appropriate  judgment  entered. 

3.  The  recitation  of  the  fact  and  amount  of  the  recovery 
against  the  defendant,  in  the  entry  of  the  judgment  against  the 
garnishee,  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk,  as  is  the  recitation  of  the 
judgment  nisi  in  correspondence  with  the  recognizance. — Gov- 
ernor V.  Knight,  8  Ala.  297  ;  State  v.  Craig,  12  Ala.  363.  The 
omission  of  the  recitation  may  be  corrected  on  motion,  and  the 
Circuit  Court  was  in  error  in  refusing  to  order  the  correction, 
and  the  entry  of  the  appropriate  judgment. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Martin  i\  Tally. 

Supersedeas  of  Execution  on  Probate  Decree  against  Sureties 
on  Adrninistratimi  Bond. 

1.  Conchttireness  of  decree. — In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  decree  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  a  guardian  for  the  use  of  his  ward,  by  summary  execu- 
tion against  the  sureties  on  the  defendant's  bond  as  admitiistrator,  the 
recitals  of  the  decree  are  conclusive  as  to  the  fact  of  the  guardian's  ap- 
pointment and  its  regularity,  and  they  can  not  be  impeached  or  ques- 
tioned. 

2  Xon-reoidence  of  guardian. — The  fact  that  a  guardian  is  a  non-resi- 
dent when  a  decree  is  rendereil  in  his  favor,  for  the  use  of  his  ward,  does 
not  justify  the  inference  that  he  was  also  a  non-resident  at  the  time 
of  his  appointment,  ■  but  the  court  will  presume,  if  necessarj-,  that 
he  changed  his  residence  after  his  appointment ;  and  even  if  he  was  a 
non-resident  when  appointed,  the  appointment  would  not  be  void,  but 
only  irregular  and  voidable. 

3.  Reviior  of  decree,  and  conclusiveness  of  revived  decree. — A  void  de- 
cree can  not  be  revived  ;  consequently  ,  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce  satis- 
faction of  a  decree  which  has  been  revived,  the  validity  of  the  orignal  de- 
cree can  not  be  assailed. 
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4.  Same;  conclusiveness  of  decree  against  administrator,  as  against  his 
sureties. — A  decree  rendered  against  an  adnnnistrator,  on  final  settlement 
of  his  accounts,  is  equally  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  collusion,  as  to  the  matters  of  account,  but  not  as  to  the  factum 
of  the  bond,  or  other  defenses  personal  to  the  sureties  ;  and  when  such 
decree  is  revived  against  the  administrator,  the  revivor  is  equally  con- 
clusive on  his  sureties,  except  as  to  such  personal  defenses,  although  they 
were  not  parties  to  such  revivor,  and  had  no  right  to  appear  and  defend 
against  it. 

5.  Statutes  of  limitation;  rule -of  construction. — Statutes  of  limitation 
are  enacted  in  the  interest  of  repose,  and  rest  on  the  presumption  that 
meritorious  claims  will  not  be  allowed  toshimber  until  human  testiimony 
is  lost,  or  human  memory  fails ;  and  their  remedial  provisions  are  never 
construed  strictly. 

6.  Limitation  of  '  action '  against  sureties  on  administration  bond. 
Under  the  statute  which  prescribes  six  years  as  the  limitation  of  "  ac- 
tions against  the  sureties  of  executors,  administrators  or  guardians,  for 
any  misfeasance  or  malfeasance  whatever  of  their  principal,  the  time  to 
be  computed  from  the  act  done  or  omitted  by  their  principal  which  fixes 
the  liability  of  the  surety"  (Code,  §  3226,  subd.  7);  the  word  actions, 
being  liberally  construed,  includes  a  summary  execution  against  the 
surety,  on  the  return  of  'No  property  found'  on  an  execution  issued  on 
a  decree  against  his  principal ;  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  decree  against  the  principal ;  and  when  the  decree  is  revived, 
no  execution  having  issued  on  it  before  revivor,  the  statute  is  available 
to  the  sureties  as  a  defense  against  a  summary  execution  on  the  revived 
decree,  issued  more  than  six  years  after  the  rendition  of  the  original  de- 
cree. 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Court  of  Jackson. 

Tried  before  the  Hon  W.  L.  Maktin,  Register  in  Chancery, 
sitting  j?r<3  hue  vice  for  the  Probate  Judge,  wlio  was  disquali- 
fied by  interest. 

In  the  matter  of  a  petition  filed  in  said  Probate  Court  on  the 
16th  September,  18b2,  by  J.  F.  Martin,  William  B.  Xeeble, 
George  W.  R.  Larkin,  Wilham  R.  Larkin,  and  John  Compton, 
seeking  to  supersede  and  quash  an  execution  which  had  been 
issued  against  them  from  said  Probate  Court,  on  the  1st  Au- 
gust, 1882,  as  sureties  on  official  bonds  given  by  James  M.  Bu- 
chanan, as  administrator  of  tlie  estate  of  AV^infield  S.  Mason,  de- 
ceased. There  were  two  bonds  given  by  said  administrator; 
the  first  dated  in  March,  1862,  wliicli  recited  a  grant  of  admin- 
istration de  hmiis  non  to  said  Buchanan  and  Mrs.  Frances  S. 
Mason  jointly,  and  on  which  said  J.  F.  Martin  and  W.  B.  Kee- 
ble  were  sureties ;  and  the  second  dated  March  23d,  1863,  which 
was  given  after  the  deatli  of  Mrs.  Frances  S.  Mason,  on  the  re- 
quisition of  the  probate  judge  acting  ex  mcro  motu.,  and  which 
was  signed  by  said  John  Compton,  William  R,  Larkin  and 
Geo.  W.  R.  Larkin,  as  sureties  for  said  Buchanan  as  sole  ad- 
ministrator. The  execution  was  issued  against  the  sureties  on 
both  of  these  bonds,  and  recited  the  issue  of  a  former  execu- 
tion against  the  administrator  alone,  and  its  return  "No  prop- 
erty found ;"  and  the  decree  on  which  said  executions  were 
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issued  was  described  in  each  of  them.  A  former  execution 
against  these  sureties,  issued  in  January,  1882,  was  returned 
May  8th,  "No  proj>erty  found,  as  to  James  M.  Buchanan ;  and  as 
to  the  other  defendants,  returned  under  restraining  order  from 
the  Chancery  Court  of  Jackson  county ;"  and  the  e.xecntion 
now  sought  to  be  superseded  was  issued  after  tlie  final  decision 
of  that  chancery  case,  by  this  court  on  appeal,  at  the  last  term. 
Larkin  v.  Mason,  71  Ala.  227. 

The  original  decree  against  said  Buchanan,  on  which  said  ex- 
ecutions were  based.  Mas  rendered  by  said  Probate  Court,  on 
the  8th  April,  1868,  on  final  settlement  of  his  accounts  as  such 
administrator,  "in  favor  of  B.  W.  Mason,  as  the  guardian  of 
Frances  W.  Mason,  a  minor,  who  was  an  heir-at-law  of  said  W. 
S.  Mason,  deceased;"  and  in  MarcV,  1878,  this  decree,  on  which 
no  execution  had  been  issued,  was  revived  against  said  admin- 
istrator, in  favor  of  John  11  Tally,  as  the  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  said  Frances  W.,  who  died  in  January,  1870,  intestate, 
unmarried,  and  during  her  minority.  These  decrees,  and  the 
material  facts  stated  in  them,  were  also  stated  in  the  executions. 
The  petitioners  sought  to  supersede  the  execution  against  them, 
and  to  have  the  decree  entered  satisfied  as  to  them,  on  the 
ground  of  payment  and  satisfaction,  in  whole  or  in  part,  and 
because  all  remedy  against  them  was  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations.  There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  which  the 
court  overruled ;  and  other  pleadings  were  had,  which  it  is  un- 
necessary to  notice.  On  hearing  of  the  cause  on  pleadings  and 
evidence,  the  court  held  that  the  petitioners  were  not  entitled 
to  the  relief  prayed,  and  therefore  dismissed  their  petition,  at 
their  costs.  The  petitionere  excepted  to  this  judgment  and  de- 
cree, and  they  now  assign  it  as  error. 

Kocrxsox  &  Brown,  for  appellants. — The  statute  of  limita- 
tions of  six  years  was  a  complete  bar  to  the  enforcement  of  the 
decree  against  these  petitioners,  as  the  sureties  of  the  admin- 
istrator.— Code,  §  3220,  subd.  7.  As  to  them,  the  statute  l)e- 
gan  to  run  from  the  rendition  of  the  original  decree  against 
their  principal,  which  was  the  judicial  ascertainment  of  his  de- 
fault.— Fretwdl  V.  McLe>no7'e,  52  Ala.  136;  Rives  v.  Fiinn, 
47  Ala.  481;  Ward  v.  Totige,  46  Ala.  474.  That  the  statute 
applies  in  such  a  case  as  this,  see  Rayland  v.  Calhoun,  ^»6  Ala. 
607.  The  infancy  of  the  ward  at  the  time  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered, if  her  administrator  could  in  any  case  set  it  up  against 
the  bar  created  by  the  statute  of  linjitations,  can  not  avail  him 
here,  since  the  guardian  was  barred ;  and  the  general  rule  is, 
that  when  the  trustee  is  barred,  the  Ixjneficiary  is  also  barred. 
Tif.  iV:  Bullard  on  Trusts,  720,  sec.  7;  WiUiaim  v.  Otey,  8 
Humph.  563 ;  10  Geo.  359. 
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Hunt  &  Clopton,  and  W.  II.  Norwood,  contra. — (1.)  The 
defenses  which  the  sureties  now  set  up,  if  founded  in  fact, 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded  to  tlie  proceeding  to  revive  the  de- 
cree, and  it  is  now  too  late  to  present  them.  The  revivor  of 
the  decree,  like  the  original  decree  itself,  concludes  the  sureties 
as  well  as  their  principal ;  and  though  thej  were  not  parties  to 
either  decree,  thej  might  have  been  made  parties  on  their  own 
motion,  and  are  as  much  concluded  bj  the  decree  as  if  they  had 
in  fact  intervened. — Hailey  v.  Boyd^s  Ad7)i^r,  64  Ala.  399  ; 
Grirnmett  v.  Henderson,  ^^y  Ala.  521 ;  Gravett  v.  Malone,  54 
Ala.  19 ;  Williams  v.  Howell,  4  Ala.  693.  (2.)  There  is  no 
statute  of  limitations  applicable  to  this  case,  and  the  statute  of 
six  years  certainly  does  not  govern  it.  The  statute  never  be- 
gins to  ran,  until  there  is  soytne  one  capable  of  suing  and  being 
sued. — 2  Brick.  Dig.  220.  §  35.  The  statute  did  not  run  against 
the  plaintiff's  intestate,  because  she  was  an  infant  when  the  de- 
cree in  her  favor  was  rendered,  and  died  in  infancy ;  and  in- 
fants are  expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
The  interpositon  of  B.  W.  Mason  as  her  guardian,  and  his  fail- 
ure to  enforce  the  decree,  if  he  could  have  done  so,  would  not 
aifect  her  rights.  —  Wallis  v.  Moore,  18  Ala.  458-63.  But  the 
original  decree  itself  recites,  that  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court,  "  by  properly  authenticated  evidence  filed  of  record, 
that  B.  W.  Mason,  of  the  county  of  Giles,  in  the  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, is  the  legal  guardian  of  the  said  minor;"  and  one  of  the 
admitted  facts,  as  shown  by  the  agreement  entered  of  record,  is, 
"that  said  B.W.Mason  received  his  appointment  as  such  guar- 
dian in  Giles  county,  Tennessee,  and  continued  to  act  in  that 
caj)a(!ity  up  to  the  death  of  his  said  w^ard."  A  foreign  guardi- 
an, who  is  not  shown  to  have  complied  with  any  of  our  statutory 
requirements,  had  no  right  to  sue  out  execution  on  the  decree, 
and  could  have  no  standing  in  our  courts. — S^nith  v.  Wiley,  22 
Ala.  396 ;  Smith  v.  SmM,  13  Ala.  329 ;  1  Wms.  Ex'rs,  356. 

W.  L.  Bkagg,  also  of  counsel  for  the  appellee,  submitted  a 
written  argument  on  the  statute  of  liniitations,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  brief  synopsis : — By  virtue  of  the  relation  and 
privity  existing  between  an  administrator  and  the  sureties  on 
his  bond,  a  decree  rendered  against  him,  on  final  settlement  of 
his  accounts,  is  equally  conclusive  on  them,  unless  they  can 
show  it  was  obtained  by  collusion  and  fraud. — Freeman  on 
Judgments,  §  180 ;  4  Ala.  693 ;  16  Ala.  9 ;  19  Ala.  228 ;  36 
Ala.  606 ;  60  Ala.  115  ;  61  Ala.  480.  It  is  also  conclusive  a& 
to  assets. — Kyle  v.  Mays,  22  Ala.  692.  Such  a  decree  may  be 
revived  hy  scire  facias.— Code,  §§  3174-75;  3  Ala.  223*;  32 
Ala.  502.  The  law  governing  such  revivor,  the  mode  of  pro- 
cedure, and  the  effect  of  the  decree  when  revived,  are  the  same 
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as  in  other  cases ;  there  bein^  no  exception,  or  special  pro- 
vision, in  favor  of  sue!)  sureties.  In  such  proceeding  to  re- 
vive, the  decree  on  its  face  import*  absohite  verity,  and  it  can 
not  be  ini])eached  by  any  matter  going  behind  it. — 16  Ala.  95 ; 
22  Ala.  150.  The  revived  decree  has  all  the  force  and  effect 
of  the  original  decree,  and  is  equally  conchisive  on  the  sureties, 
but  subject,  of  course,  to  their  right  to  show  payment  or  re- 
lease after  the  rendition  of  the  original  decree,  or  that  it  would 
not  have  supported  or  authorized  an  execution  ;  and  they  may 
intervene  and  make  themselves  i)arties  to  the  proceeding  to  re- 
vive, for  the  purpose  of  setting  up  these  defenses,  as  on  the  final 
settlement  they  might. — Hailey  v.  Boyd,  (i4  Aia.  399;  Bahiets 
V.  Bar7i^s,  64  Ala.  375;  Garrett  v.  Garrett,  69  Ala.  429. 
Whether  they  intervene  or  not,  they  are  equally  concluded  by 
the  decree.  When  a  decree  is  rendered  against  an  administra- 
tor, on  final  settlement  of  his  accounts,  three  different  statutes 
of  limitation  come  into  operation  from  that  date  :  1st,  six  years, 
as  the  limitation  to  an  action  on  the  bond  against  the  sureties 
(Code,  §  3226,  subd.  7);  2d,  twenty  years,  as  the  limitation  to 
an  action  on  the  decree  (Code,  §  3228,  subd.  2);  3d,  ten  and 
twenty  years,  as  the  limitation  to  a  revivor  of  the  decree,  to  be 
determined  by  the  issue  of  an  execution  on  it  within  ten  years 
(Code,  5^^  3173-75).  These  several  statutes  relate  only  to  the 
remedies  presci-ibed  by  them  respectively,  and  neither  of  them 
extinguishes  the  debt. —  Waret).  Curry,  67  Ala.  284—89.  When 
several  remedies  are  given  by  law  for  the  enforcement  of  a 
debt,  the  fact  that  one  of  them  is  barred  is  no  defense  to  the 
others. — Ivey  v.  Owens,  28  Ala.  642 ;  Ware  v.  Curry,  67  Ala. 
284 ;  Chapman  v.  Lee,  64  Ala.  4S3 ;  God»ey  v.  Bason,  8  Ired. 
264.  The  limitation  of  six  years  is  prescribed  only  iur  actions, 
and  it  can  not  properly  be  extended  by  construction  to  execu- 
tions. An  action  is  a  civil  suit,  commenced  by  sunmions  and 
complaint;  an  execution  is  final  process  for  the  collection  of  a 
judgment  or  decree.  The  two  are  widely  distinct  in  meaning, 
and  have  no  common  field  of  operation.  An  execution  may  is- 
sue against  the  sureties  of  an  administrator,  ^"inhenever  an  exe- 
cution for  money  has  issued  against  him  from  the  Probate  Court, 
and  has  been  returned  unsatisfied."— t/i9ir<?^/  v.  Iloogland,  30  Ala. 
718-21.  The  case  of  Fretwell  v.  McLemore  (52  Ala.  136),  and 
others  cited  for  appellants,  were  actions  on  administration 
bonds,  and  have  no  application. 

STONE,  J.— In  August,  1861,  Winfield  S.  Mason  died  in- 
testate, a  resident  of  Jackson  county,  Alabama.  In  March, 
1862,  Frances  S.  Mason  and  James  M.  Buchanan  were  appoint- 
ed administrators  of  his  estate,  and  gave  bond,  with  Wm.  B. 
Keeble  and  Johnson  F.  Martin  as  their  sureties.     Mrs.  Frances 
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S.  Mason  died  in  1863,  and  no  settlement  of  her  administration 
was  ever  had.  It  is  not  shown  she  had  any  separate  adminis- 
tration account.  Buchanan  continued  in  the  administration. 
In  March,  1803,  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Mason,  the  judge  of 
probate,  of  his  own  motion,  required  Buchanan,  the  adminis- 
trator, to  give  an  additional  bond ;  and  he  gave  such  bond, 
with  W.  E..  Larkin,  John  Compton,  and  Geo.  R.  Larkin,  as  his 
sureties.  James  E.  Mason  and  Frances  W.  Mason,  infants  of 
tender  years,  were  the  heirs-at-law  and  distributees,  alike  of 
Winfield  S.  Mason  and  Frances  S.  Mason.  One  Hopkins  be- 
came administrator  of  Frances  S.  Mason,  she  having  died  in- 
testate. 

In  April,  1868,  James  M.  Buchanan  made  a  final  settlement 
of  his  administration  of  Winfield  S.  Mason's  estate,  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court  of  Jackson  county, — said  James  E.  and  Frances  W. 
being  still  minors.  His  accounts  were  audited  and  stated,  and 
a  balance  of  some  thirty-one  hundred  dollars  was  found  in  his 
hands  for  distribution.  This  sum  was  divided  into  three  parts, 
and  decrees  were  then  rendered  against  said  Buchanan,  for  the 
several  thirds ;  one  in  favor  of  Hopkins,  as  the  administrator  of 
Frances  S.  Mason,  the  widow;  one  in  favor  of  B.  W.  Mason, 
as  the  guardian  of  James  E.  Mason,  minor,  for  the  use  of  said 
James  E.  Mason  ;  and  one  in  favor  of  B.  W.  Mason,  guardian 
of  Frances  W.  Mason,  minor,  and  for  her  use.  The  decree  last 
mentioned — that  in  favor  of  B.  W.  Mason  for  the  use  of  Fran- 
ces W.  Mason — is  the  subject  of  the  present  controversy.  No 
execution  was  issued  on  that  decree,  until  after  the  revivor 
hereinafter  stated. 

Said  Frances  W.  Mason  having  died  a  minor,  John  B. 
Tally  was  appointed  her  administrator;  and  in  March,  1878, 
pursuant  to  a  motion  and  notice  therefor,  said  decree,  so  ren- 
dered in  1868,  in  favor  of  B.  W.  Mason,  guardian  of  Frances 
W.  Mason,  and  for  her  use,  was  revived  in  favor  of  said  Tally, 
as  her  administrator.  An  appeal  had  been  taken  to  this  court, 
pending  the  proceedings,  and  questions  of  law  were  settled, 
which  entered  into  the  question  of  revivor. — Ifason^  v.  Bu- 
chanan^ 62  Ala.  110.  An  execution  against  Buchanan  was  is- 
sued on  said  revived  judgment,  in  July,  1878,  which  was  re- 
turned in  JSTovember  following,  "No  property  found."  This 
was  the  first  execution  issued  against  Buchanan  on  said  decree, 
either  before  or  after  the  said  decree  of  revivor.  In  January, 
1882,  an  execution  was  issued  on  said  revived  decree,  and  on  the 
return  'No  property'  made  on  said  first  execution,  against  said 
Buchanan,  and  against  his  sureties  on  both  said  bonds.  There- 
upon, said  sureties  obtained  a  sujyersedeas  of  said  execution,  as 
against  them,  atid,  among  other  defenses,  pleaded  the  statute  of 
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limitations  of  six  years,  as  a  bar  to  the  proceeding  against  them. 
This  defense  was  disallowed  by  the  Probate  Court. 

It  is  sliown  in  the  record,  tiiat  when  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered, B.  W.  Mason,  the  alleged  guardian,  was  a  resident  of 
the  State  of  Tennessee.  It  is  not  sliown  when  or  where  he 
was  appointed,  nor  is  it  shown  he  ever  had  l)een  appointed 
such  guardian,  further  than  the  recital  in  the  decree  that  he 
was  such  guardian  of  said  Frances  W.  Mason.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  objection  based  on  tliese  facts.  The  recital  in  th& 
decree,  affirming  that  he  was  guardian,  proves  the  fact,  in  a 
collateral  presentation,  such  as  this. — Florenthie  v.  Bartoii^  2 
Wall.  210.  Judgments  and  decrees  of  courts,  pronouncing  the 
existence  of  collateral  facts  material  to  their  regularity,  are 

5 resumed  to  be  correct.  Nor  can  we  presume  said  B.  W. 
[ason  was  a  non-resident  of  Alabama,  at  the  time  he  was  ap- 
pointed guardian.  There  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  raise  such 
presumption ;  and,  if  necessary,  we  would  presume  he  was  a 
resident  when  appointed,  and  changed  his  residence  afterwards. 
We  may  go  further :  If  he  was  non-resident  when  appointed, 
the  a]ipointment  was  not  void.  It  was,  at  most,  irregular,  and 
would  stand,  until  revoked. — Buchanan  v.  TaUy,  at  the  last 
term;  Broughton  v.  Bradley^  34  Ala.  694;  Bi'och  v.  Frank, 
51  Ala.  85. 

There  is  another  view',  which  is  a  full  answer  to  any  argu- 
ment that  may  be  based  on  the  non-residence  of  the  guardian, 
in  whose  name  the  original  decree  was  pronounced.  That 
original  decree  is  the  foundation,  on  which  the  decree  of  reviv- 
or stands.  If  it  w-as  void,  it  could  not  be  vitalized  by  an  order 
of  revivor.  Revivors  restore  life  to  judgments  and  decrees 
that  have  become  dormant.  They  restore  that  which  has  been 
lost  by  neglect.  If  there  was  no  previous  living  existence, 
there  can  be  no  restoration.  The  revivor  and  execution,  in  this 
case,  estoj>  the  appellee  from  gainsaying  the  validity  of  the  de- 
cree, on  which  the  whole  proceeding  rests. — Buchanan  v.  Tally, 
sum'a. 

It  is  contended  for  appellee,  that  the  petitioners,  sureties  on 
the  bonds,  should  have  had  themselves  made  parties  with  Bu- 
chanan in  the  probate  proceedings  instituted  to  revive  the  de- 
cree, and  should  then  and  there  nave  interposed  the  defense  of 
the  statute  of  limitations.  Failing  to  do  so,  the  argument  is, 
that  they,  together  w'ith  Buchanan,  are  concluded  by  the  decree. 
There  can  be  no  question  that  the  decree,  both  original  and  re- 
vived, rendered  against  Buchanan,  is  equally  binding  on  his 
sureties,  as  to  all  matters  that  are  not  j>ersonal  defenses.  This 
grows  out  of  our  statutes,  which  make  it  the  duty  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, imposed  by  his  bond,  to  make  settlement  of  his 
administration.     Hence,  the  state  of  the  accounts,  ascertained 
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and  decreed  against  the  personal  representative  himself,  is  alike 
conclnsive  on  him  and  his  sureties,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  and 
colhision.  Not  so,  however,  as  to  the  factum  of  the  bond,  and 
the  surety's  liability  upon  it.  These  are  questions  which  can 
not  arise  on  a  mere  proceeding  to  bring  the  administration  to 
a  settlement,  to  \vhich  tlie  sureties  are  not  parties. — Grimnmet 
V.  Henderwn^  ^^  Ala.  521 ;  Larkins  v.  Mason^  71  Ala.  227. 
The  proceeding  in  this  case  was  against  Buchanan  alone,  and 
its  purpose  vs'as  to  revive  the  decree  previously  rendered  against 
him.  To  such  proceeding  the  limitation  is  twenty  years.  The 
sureties  had  neither  power  nor  right  to  appear  or  defend  against 
this  proceeding.  The  fact  and  extent  of  their  principal's  lia- 
bility had  been  fixed  by  the  decree  of  186S,  and  that  decree 
equally  fixed  their  liability  at  that  time,  with  the  exception  of 
personal  defenses.  In  the  state  of  the  record,  any  defense  they 
could  have  made  could  not  have  availed  Buchanan,  their  prin- 
cipal.— See  Garrett  v.  Garrett,  69  Ala.  429;  Code  of  1876, 
§  3224,  subd.  2 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  925,  §§  153-5. 

Section  3226  of  the  Code  of  1876,  subd.  7,  declares  a  limita- 
tion of  six  years  to  "  actions  against  the  sureties  of  executors, 
administrators  or  guardians,  for  any  misfeasance  or  malfeasance 
wdiatever  of  their  principal ;  the  time  to  be  computed  from  the 
act  done  or  omitted  by  their  principal,  which  fixes  the  liability 
of  the  surety." 

Payment  of  the  decree  rendered  in  this  cause  by  the  Pro- 
bate Court,  was  the  act  omitted  to  be  done.  Our  uniform  rul- 
ings are,  that  the  rendition  of  a  decree  for  money,  on  final  set- 
tlement of  an  executor,  administrator  or  guardian,  fixes  the  lia- 
bility of  the  surety. — M'etwell  v.  McLem(rre,  52  Ala.  124-36 ; 
Wright  V.  Lang,  ^^  Ala.  389.  As  soon  as  the  decree  was  ren- 
dered, it  became  the  duty  of  the  administrator  to  pay  it ;  and 
failing  to  do  so,  an  action  lay  at  once  against  his  sureties.  The 
breach,  in  such  case,  is  the  non-payment  by  their  principal,  of 
the  amount  of  the  decree. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  925,  §§  147,  152. 
The  right  of  action  accrues  then,  because  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
principal  to  pay ;  and  the  sureties  may  then  pay,  and  charge 
their  principal  for  the  breach  in  not  paying.  Such  payment 
by  the  sureties  could  not  be  classed  as  voluntary. 

It  is  contended  for  the  appellee  that,  inasmuch  as  the  statute 
employs  the  word  actions,  in  prescribing  the  limitation  we  are 
considering,  it  can  not  be  applied  to  this  case,  because  the  pres- 
ent statutory  proceeding  is  in  no  sense  an  action  ;  that  the  issue 
of  an  execution,  which  is  final  process,  can  not  be  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action,  whose  initiatory  step  is  an  original  process. 
In  Steele  v.  Graves,  68  Ala.  17,  following  former  rulings,  we 
said :  "  The  right  to  have  execution  against  the  sureties,  is  stat- 
utory. It  is  a  substitute  for  a  suit  on  the  bond  for  non-payment 
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by  the  administrator  of  the  decree  against  him." — See  Elliott 
V.  Jfat(fjel(/,  4  Ala.  417,  424.  Now,  it  could  not  be  contro- 
verted, tliat  if  suit  liad  been  brought  against  the  sureties,  alleg- 
ing rion-paynient  of  the  decree  as  the  breach  of  the  bond,  the 
six  years  statute  of  limitations  would  have  l)een  a  good  plea  in 
bar.  Cases  frequently  .arise,  in  which  the  statutory  remedy 
can  not  be  resorted  to.  If  the  administrator  dies  before  settle- 
ment, and  the  settlement  is  consequently  made  by  his  personal 
representative,  tlie  statutory  remedy  by  execution  can  not  be 
invoked.  To  any  proceedin«£  in  such  case,  the  statute  might 
be  pleaded  by  the  sureties.  Would  it  not  l)e  strange  that,  in 
two  cases,  in  all  other  respects  parallel,  the  accidental  death  of 
one  principal  would  release  one  set  of  sureties,  and  leave  the 
others  liable?  We  think  the  construction  claimed  is  too  literal 
and  narrow.  Statutes  of  limitation  are  enacted  in  the  interest 
of  repose.  Their  remedial  provisions  are  never  construed  nar- 
rowly. They  rest  on  the  presumption  that  meritorious  claims 
will  not  be  allowed  to  slumber,  until  human  testimony  is  lost, 
or  human  memory  fails. 

Our  interpretation  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  word  actions 
can  not  l)e  construed  in  any  technical  sense,  but  that  it  embraces 
all  civil  proceedings  instituted  or  set  on  foot,  to  enforce  the  lia- 
bility. Mr.  ]3ouvier  says:  "In  a  quite  common  sen&e,  ac(io7i 
includes  all  the  formal  proceedings  in  a  court  of  justice,  at- 
tendant upon  the  demand  of  a  right  made  by  one  person  or 
party  of  another  in  such  court,  including  an  adjudication  upon 
the  right,  and  its  enforcement  or  denial  by  the  court.''  This, 
whatever  its  form,  if  not  asserted  against  the  surety  until  more 
than  six  years  after  the  liability  of  the  principal  is  fixed  by 
decree,  may  be  successfully  defended  by  interposing  the  plea 
of  the  statute. 

All  the  facts  in  this  case  are  before  us,  and  there  is  noneces- 
sitv  for  remanding  the  cause. 

'The  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  is  reversed,  and  a  decree  is 
here  rendered,  superseding  and  quashing  the  execution,  so  far 
as  the  sureties  on  the  two  bonds  are  concerned ;  and  no  other 
execution  will  issue  against  them  on  said  decree. 
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Henderson  v.  Ala.  Gold  .Life  Insurance 
Company. 

Henderson  v*  Horton. 

Bills  in  Equity  hy  Creditors,  for  Marshalling  Securities. 

1.  Marshalling  securities  as  between  creditors. — When  one  creditor  has 
a  lien  upon  two  distinct  funds,  and  another  creditor  has  a  lien  upon  one 
of  them  only,  a  court  of  equity  will,  at  the  instance  of  the  latter,  compel 
the  former  creditor  to  exhaust  the  separate  fund  before  resorting  to  the 
fund  common  to  both ;  but,  whether  this  principle  applies  to  a  lien  ac- 
quired by  the  service  of  an  attachment  or  garnishment  at  law,  is  not  de- 
cided. 

2.  Attachment  and  garnishment ;  what  demands  may  be  reached. — Pro- 
ceedings by  attachment  and  garnishment,  in  courts  of  law,  are  purely  of 
statutory  origin,  and  can  operate  only  on  the  legal  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant in  attachment — that  is,  such  rights  as  he  could  enforce  by  action  at 
law  in  his  own  name ;  and  money  in  the  hands  of  a  garnishee  can  not  be 
reached,  unless  the  defendant  himself  could  recover  it  of  the  garnishee 
by  action  of  debt  or  indebitatus  assumpsit. 

3.  Assignments  of  policy  of  life-insurance ;  garnishment  against  first 
assignee,  after  assignment  of  surplus. — The  holder  of  a  policy  of  life-in- 
surance having  transferred  it  as  collateral  security  to  one  of  his  creditors, 
and  afterwards  assigned  his  interest  in  the  residue  to  a  second  creditor, 
other  creditors  can  not,  by  garnishment  subsequently  sued  out  against 
the  first  assignee,  reach  the  surplus  remaining  in  his  hands  after  the  se- 
cured debts  have  been  paid  ;  nor  can  they  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  the 
money  having  been  paid  into  court  by  the  garnishee,  to  compel  the  sec- 
ond assignee  to  exhaust  other  securities  held  by  him  before  resorting  to 
the  surplus. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

These  two  cases  were  consolidated  by  the  order  of  the  chan- 
cellor in  the  court  below,  and  were  argued  and  considered  as 
one  case.  The  bills  were  tiled  on  the  11th  March,  1880, — one 
by  the  Alabama  Gold  Life  Insurance  Company,  a  domestic  cor- 
poration, and  the  other  by  Frank  S.  Horton — against  George 
G.  Duffee  and  William  Henderson ;  and  sought  to  enjoin  said 
Henderson,  as  the  assignee  of  Duffee,  from  proceeding  further 
at  law  to  claim  a  fund,  which  had  been  deposited  in  court  by 
Joseph  Steiner,  as  garnishee,  in  suits  instituted  by  the  com- 
plainants respectively  against  said  Duifee ;  and  to  compel  him 
to  first  exhaust  other  securities  alleged  to  be  held  by  him  for 
the  payment  of  his  debt,  in  order  that  the  complainants  might 
obtain,  out  of  the  said  fund,  satisfaction  of  the  judgments 
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which  tliev  had  recovered  in  their  said  actions  at  law  against 
Duffee. 

The  snit  in  favor  of  the  Alabama  Gold  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany against  Duffee  was  commenced  on  the  12th  August,  1879 ; 
and  a  garnishment  was  sued  out  against  Steiner,  as  the  debtor 
of  Duffee,  which  was  served  on  the  garnishee  on  the  13th  Au- 
gust, 1879.  The  action  in  favor  of  Horton  was  also  com- 
menced on  the  12th  August,  1879 ;  and  a  garnishment  was  sued 
out  against  Steiner,  which  was  served  on  liim  on  the  14th  Au- 

fust.  In  each  case,  judgment  by  default  was  rendered  against 
>uffee,  the  defendant  in  the  original  suits,  on  the  22d  Novem- 
ber, 1879.  The  garnishee,  in  each  case,  filed  an  answer,  sub- 
stantially the  same ;  stating,  among  other  things,  that  Duffee 
became  indebted  to  him  on  the  26th  August,  1877,  by  promis- 
sory note  for  §1,458,  and,  to  secure  the  payment  of  that  note, 
on  that  day  transferred  to  him,  as  collateral  security,  a  }X)licy 
of  insurance  for  $5,000  on  the  life  of  one  Martin  Robbins,  who 
was  then  living,  "  and  all  his  (said  Duffee's)  interest  in  the  part- 
nership assets  oelonging  to  the  late  firm  of  Dunklin,  Duffee  & 
Co. ;  and  it  was  then  and  there  agreed  between  said  Duffee  and 
this  garnishee,  that  the  proceeds  of  said  policy  of  insurance  and 
said  partnership  interest  should  be  applied  by  this  garnishee  to 
payment  of  said  note  for  $1,458,  and  for  the  residue,  after  pay- 
ing expenses  of  collection,  &c.,  he  was  to  account  to  said  Duf- 
fee." Tke  answer  further  stated,  that  said  Robbins,  whose  life 
was  insured,  died  on  or  about  August  1st,  1879,  and  proof  of 
his  death,  &c.,  had  been  prepared  and  forwarded  to  the  insur- 
ance company ;  and  that  the  garnishee  had  been  notified,  "  on 
or  about  December  17th,  1878,  that  said  Duffee  had  transferred 
whatever  interest  he  had  in  said  policy,  after  this  affiant's  said 
claims  were  satisfied,  to  W.  B.  Montgomery,  who  resides  near 
Starkville,  Mississippi,  and  who  now  claims  said  residue,  if  any 
there  be,  as  his  property."  A  supplemental  answer  was  after- 
wards filed  by  the  garnishee,  alleging  that  he  had  collected  the 
money  due  on  the  policv,  and,  after  paying  his  own  claims, 
necessary  expenses,  &c.,  had  remaining  in  his  hands  a  balance 
of  $2,267.38,  which  he  brought  into  court;  and  he  prayed  that 
the  plaiutiffs  in  the  garnishments  and  said  W.  B.  Montgomery 
"be  required  to  interplead,  and  to  propund  their  respective 
claims  to  said  fund,  and  that  he  be  discharged." 

The  record  does  not  show  that  Montgomery  was  ever  noti- 
fied of  the  garnishment  proceedings ;  but,  on  the  4th  March, 
1880,  a  petition  was  filed  in  the  causes  by  \Villiam  Henderson, 
alleging  that,  on  January  loth.  1880,  he  had  purchased  from 
Montgomery  said  Duffee's  note,  for  which  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance, or  Duffee's  interest  in  the  residue  remaining  after  the  sat- 
isfaction of  Steiners  claims,  had  been  assigned  as  collateral  se- 
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curity,  and  had  taken  from  Montgomery  "an  assignment  of  all 
his  right,  title  and  interest  in  said  collateral  security ;"  and 
claiming  and  praying,  that  the  money  in  court  should  be  paid 
over  to  him.  At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings  the  bills  in  these 
cases  were  filed,  alleging  that  Duffee's  debt  to  Montgomery  was 
secured  by  mortgages  on  real  and  personal  property,  as  well  as 
by  the  assignment  of  the  policy  of  insurance ;  and  praying  that 
Henderson,  as  the  assignee  of  Montgomery  and  Duffee,  be  re- 
quired to  foreclose  these  mortgages,  and  be  enjoined  from  fur- 
ther proceedings  to  claim  the  fund  in  court,  until  he  had  fore- 
closed the  mortgages,  and  had  accounted  for  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

The  terms  of  the  assignment  by  Duffee  to  Steiner,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  latter's  receipt,  which  was  made  a  part  of  his 
answer  to  the  garnishment,  were  these:  "Received,  Mobile, 
August  27, 1877,  of  George  G.  Dnffee,  policy  of  life-insurance 
company.  No.  39,871,  issued  by  the  Mutual  Benefit  Life  Insur- 
ance Company  of  Newark,  N.  J.,  on  the  life  of  Martin  Rob- 
bins,  for  the  sum  of  $5,000 ;  also,  an  assignment  and  transfer 
of  the  entire  interest  of  said  Duffee  in  all  the  assets,  real  and 
personal,  now  belonging  to  the  late  firm  of  Dunklin,  Duffee  & 
Co.,  with  full  power  of  attorney  to  control,  manage,  and  dis- 
pose of  said  assets.  Said  policy  and  said  partnership  interest 
are  received  by  me  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a 
note  for  $1,458,  this  day  made  by  said  Duffee,  pay{A)le  to  my 
order,  at  the  Mobile  Savings  Bank,  twelve  montlis  after  date. 
The  proceeds  of  said  policy,  and  said  partnership  interest,  are 
to  be  applied  by  me  to  the  payment  of  said  note,  and  the  resi- 
due, after  paying  necessary  expenses  of  collection,  &c.,  I  am  to 
account  for  to  said  Duffee." 

Duffee  acquired  the  policy  of  insurance  by  assignment,  or 
transfer  as  collateral  security,  from  one  M.  C.  Robbins,  who 
was  indebted  to  him  ;  and  as  further  security  for  this  indebted- 
ness, said  Robbins  executed  to  him  a  mortgage  on  certain  real 
estate  in  Mobile,  and  a  chattel  mortgage.  These  mortgages 
were  transferred  and  assigned  by  Duffee,  on  the  30th  Decem- 
ber, 1877,  together  with  the  debt  which  they  were  given  to 
secure,  to  said  W.  B.  Montgomery,  to  whom  he  was  indebted ; 
and  on  the  13th  January,  1878,  as  further  security  for  said  in- 
del3tedness,  he  also  transferred  to  said  Montgomery  all  his  inter- 
est in  the  policy  of  insurance  after  payment  of  Steiner's  claim. 
Duffee  was  also  indebted  to  said  William  Henderson,  by  prom- 
issory note  due  December  1st,  1877;  and  as  security  for  this 
debt,  he  assigned  to  said  Henderson  on  the  15th  August,  1879 
(the  day  after  the  service  of  the  garnishments  on  Steiner), 
whatever  surplus  might  remain  of  the  moneys  realized  on  these 
collateral  securities  after  the  claims  of  Steiner  and  Montgomery 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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■were  paid.  On  tlie  lotli  J.annarv,  1880,  Henderson  purehaged 
from  Montgomery  the  note  held  by  him  against  Duffee,  and 
took  an  assignment  of  all  his  interest  in  the  policy  and  other 
collaterals  transferred  by  Dnffee ;  and  in  his  petition  to  the 
Oircuit  Court,  as  well  as  in  his  answers  to  the  bills,  he  claimed 
the  fund  in  court  by  virtue  of  both  of  these  assignments. 

Separate  answers  were  Hied  by  the  defendants,  stating  sub- 
stantially the  same  facts;  and  each  demurred  to  the  bills,  both 
for  want  of  ecjuity,  and  for  the  want  of  necessary  parties.  The 
chancellor  refused  to  dismiss  the  bills,  on  motion,  for  want  of 
equity,  but  required  that  M.  C  Robbins  should  be  brought  in 
as  a  party.  Robbins  was  then  brought  in  by  an  amendment  to 
the  bill,  and  filed  an  answer  submitting  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  and  offering  to  pay  his  indebtedness  to  Steiner  as  the 
court  might  direct.  The  chancellor  then  overruled  the  demur- 
rers to  the  bill,  and  ordered  an  account  to  be  stated  by  the  reg- 
ister, 1st,  as  to  the  indebtedness  of  Robbins  to  Duffee;  2d,  as 
to  the  indebtedness  of  Duffee  to  Henderson,  on  the  claim  trans- 
ferred by  Montgomery  to  Henderson ;  and,  3d,  of  the  amount 
due  to  the  complainants  on  their  respective  judgments  against 
Duffee.  The  account  stated  by  the  register,  under  this  refer- 
ence, showed  that  Robbins  owed  Duffee,  in  excess  of  the  fund 
paid  into  court  by  Steiner  as  garnishee,  the  sum  of  $1,278.91; 
and  that  Duffee  owed  Montgomery,  or  Henderson  as  liis  as- 
«iffnee,  on  the  claim  assigned,  the  sum  of  $2,129.08.  The  chan- 
cellor confirmed  the  register's  report,  after  making  some  imma- 
terial corrections,  and  rendered  a  decree,  directing  Robbins  to 
pay  into  court  the  balance  due  to  Duffee,  and  ordering  the  reg- 
ister to  demand  and  bring  into  court  the  sum  deposited  by  Stei- 
ner with  the  clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court ;  but  he  made  no  decree 
as  to  the  distribution  of  the  funds. 

The  appeal  is^sued  out  by  Henderson,  who  here  assigns  as  error 
the  decree  overruling  his  demurrer  and  motion  to  dismiss  the 
bill  for  want  of  equity,  and  the  decree  confirming  the  register's 
report. 

F.  G.  Bkombp:rg,  for  appellant. — The  bills  are  without  ecjuity, 
because  they  attempt  to  suj)plement,  the  statutory  remedy  by 
garnishment,  by  the  equitable  remedy  of  injunction. — Phillips 
V.  Ash,  63  Ala.  414 ;  Drake  on  Attachment,  1 454.  They  show, 
also,  that  the  legal  title  to  the  proceeds  of  the  insurance  policy 
was  not  in  Duffee  when  the  garnishment  was  served  on  Steiner, 
nor  when  he  answered,  but  had  passed  by  assignment  to  Mont- 
gomery more  than  twelve  months  before  that  time.  That  gar- 
nishment acts  only  on  the  legal  rights  of  the  defendant,  see 
Tooiner  v.  liandolph,  60  Ala.  356 ;  Henry  v.  Murphy,  54  Ala. 
246;  Godden  v.  Piersoii,  42  Ala.  370;  Jones  v.  Crews,  64  Ala. 
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368 ;  Drake  on  Attachment,  §  457.  If  Duffee  had  been  the 
owner  of  the  insurance  policy,  tlie  assignment  to  Montgomery 
would  have  divested  him  of  the  right  to  sue  Steiner  for  the 
proceeds,  and  would  have  conveyed  that  right  to  Montgomery^ 
Mardis  v.  Shackelford,  6  Ala.  433 ;  Hamilton  v.  Kane,  2  Hall, 
]N^,  Y.  522 ;  Code,  §  2890.  A  policy  of  life  insurance  is  a  chose 
in  action. — St.  John  v.  Insurance  Co'inpany,  13  N.*  Y.  39 ;  Pal- 
mer V.  Merrill,  6  Cush.  (Mass.)  286.  When  a  chose  in  action 
has  been  equitably  assigned,  it  is  not  subject  to  attachment  as 
the  property  of  the  assignor.—  United  States  v.  Yaughn,  3  Binney, 
394.  There  being  in  Steiner's  hands,  when  the  garnishments 
were  served  on  him,  nothing  for  which  Duffee  could  sue  him 
at  law,  there  was  nothing  on  which  the  garnishments  could  op- 
erate, and  the  complainants  acquired  no  lien  on  any  fund. 
Drake  on  Attachment,  §  454 ;  Wolfe  v.  Tajjpan,  5  Dana,  Ky, 
136 ;  Treadwell  v.  Brown,  43  IS".  H.  290.  Montgomery  was 
not  served  with  garnishment;  and  on  the  15th  August,  1879, 
the  complainants  having  neither  judgment  nor  execution  against 
Duffee,  he  might  lawfully  assign  to  Henderson,  as  he  did,  all 
his  reversionary  interest  in  the  surplus  which  might  remain  of 
the  fund  after  Montgomery's  claim  was  satisfied. — Flewellen  v. 
Crane,  58  Ala.  627 ;  Craioford  v.  Kirhsey,  55  Ala.  293. 

Overall  &  Bestor,  contra. — The  equity  of  the  bill  rests  on 
the  familiar  principle,  that  when  one  creditor  has  a  demand 
against  two  funds  or  estates,  and  another  has  a  demand  against 
one  only  of  those  funds  or  estates,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  throw 
the  former  on  tlie  separate  fund  not  common  to  both. — 1  Story's 
Equity,  §  663,  and  notes;  Nelson  v.  Dunn,  15  Ala.  501 ;  Gor- 
don V.  Bell,  50  Ala.  220;  Bryant  v.  Stephens,  58  Ala.  641. 
The  complainants  are  judgment  creditors  of  Duffee,  and  are 
seeking  to  condemn  his  interest  in  claims  and  securities  trans- 
ferred to  him  by  his  debtor,  M.  C.  Robbins,  who  admits  his  lia- 
bility, declares  his  willingness  to  pay  as  the  court  may  direct, 
and  submits  himself  to  its  jurisdiction.  The  fund  is  in  court, 
all  the  parties  in  interest  are  before  the  court,  and  the  only 
question  is  the  distribution  of  the  fund  according  to  the  prin- 
ciples which  obtain  in  equity.  The  claim  of  Henderson,  as  the 
assignee  of  Montgomery,  it  is  admitted,  must  be  first  paid  ;  not 
out  of  the  fund  paid  in  by  the  garnishee,  but  first  out  of  the  debt 
due  by  Robbins,  and  the  residue  only  out  of  the  fund  in  court ; 
and  then  the  complainants'  judgments,  \\\  the  order  in  which 
their  garnishments  were  served,  which  will  exhaust  the  fund, 
before  the  individual  claim  of  Henderson,  founded  on  his  as- 
signment from  Duffee,  is  reached. 

SOMERYILLE,  J.— The  purpose  of  the  present  bill,  on 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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tlie  part  of  the  complainants,  is  to  effect  a  marshalling  of  cer- 
tain securities  held  by  the  appellant,  Henderson,  as  the  creditor 
of  one  Duifee,  of  whom  also  each  of  the  complainants  are  judg- 
ment creditors.  Dnffee  held  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life 
of  one  Robbins,  which  he  transferred  as  collateral  security  to 
Joseph  Steiner,  to  secure  a  debt  due  him,  in  regard  to  the  va- 
lidity and  priority  of  which  there  is  no  contest.  He  also  owed 
Montgomerj'  a  debt  of  about  two  thousand  dollars,  and,  to  se- 
cure payment  of  this  sum,  he  executed  a  mortgage  to  him  on 
certain  real  property*,  also  another  mortgage  on  certain  chattels, 
and  he  made,  in  addition  to  these  securities,  an  assignment  to 
Montgomery  of  his  interest  in  the  assets  of  the  dissolved  co- 
partnership of  Dunklin,  Duffee  «fe  Co.,  as  well  as  the  residue  in 
said  life  policy,  then  in  the  hands  of  Steiner.  This  assignment 
was  made  in  January^  1878.  After  these  events,  in  Novem- 
ber, 1879,  each  of  the  complainants,  who  are  now  appellees  in 
this  court,  recovered  judgment  on  their  respective  claims  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Mobile  county;  and  during  the  progress  of 
these  suits,  served  writs  of  garnishment  on  Joseph  Steiner,  sum- 
moning him  to  answer  as  the  garnishee  and  debtor  of  Duifee. 
The  garnishment  process  in  favor  of  the  Alabama  Gold  Life 
Insurance  Company  was  served  upon  Steiner  on  the  12th  of 
August,  1S79,  and  that  of  Horton,  the  other  complainant,  on 
the  day  following.  On  the  15th  day  of  August,  after  service 
of  these  garnishment  writs,  Duffee  assigned  to  Henderson  all 
of  his  interest  in  the  surplus  money  arising  from  the  insurance 
policy,  subject  to  the  claims  of  Steiner  and  Montgomery,  which 
were  prior  in  time  and  right.  Montgomei-y  also  assigned  his 
claims  on  Du^ee  to  Henderson,  with  all  of  his  securities  above 
■described. 

The  purpose  of  each  of  the  bills  under  consideration — which 
were,  on  the  hearing,  consolidated  into  one  cause  by  the  chan- 
cellor— is  to  force  Henderson,  as  the  assignee  of  Montgomery, 
to  exhaust  his  remedy  against  the  mortgaged  property,  and  the 
assets  of  Dunklin,  Dutfee  tt  Co.,  before  proceeding  against  the 
insurance  money  in  the  garnishee's  hands.  This  is  upon  the 
principle,  that  where  one  creditor  has  a  lien  upon  iico  funds  or 
■estates,  and  another  creditor  has  a  lien  upon  07ie  of  them  only, 
the  latter  is  entitled,  in  e<iuity,  tc>  throw  the  former  on  the  fund 
not  common  to  both. — 1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  ^  GOS ;  Gordon  v. 
Bell  50  Ala.  220;  Nelson  v.  7>?mw,  15  Ala.  501. 

Conceding  that  a  garnishment  or  attachment  lien,  acouired 
by  summoni.ng  a  garnishee  to  answer  at  law,  would  entitle  the 
plaintiff  so  acquiring  it  to  such  a  remedy  in  a  court  of  equity, — 
a  point  unnecessary  to  be  decided — it  becomes  material  to  in- 
quire whether,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  the  complainants 
have  any  such  hen  on  the  fund  here  in  controversy.     If  not, 


38  SUPKEME   COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Henderson  v.  Ala.  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co. ;  Henderson  v.  Horton.] 

the  whole  case  made  by  the  bill  is  manifestly  devoid  of  equity. 

It  has  often  been  held,  and  may  be  considered  as  settled  by 
our  decisions,  that  attachment  and  garnishment  proceedings 
sued  out  in  courts  of  law,  which  are  purely  of  statutory  origin, 
can  operate  only  on  the  legal  rights  of  the  defendant  in  attach- 
ment— at  least,  in  cases  where  no  fraud  intervenes — or,  in  other 
words,  upon  such  rights  as  the  deiendant  could  enforce,  in  his 
own  name,  by  action  at  law.  If  money  in  the  hands  of  a  gar- 
nishee is  sought  to  be  reached,  it  must  be  of  a  character  which 
the  defendant  in  attachment  could  recover  of  the  garnishee  by 
action  of  debt,  or  indebitatus  assurnpsit. — Henry  v.  Murjyhy  &■ 
Co.,  54  Ala.  246 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  175,  §§  3 13-14 ;  Jones  v.  Crews^ 
64  Ala.  368 ;  Toomer  v.  Randolph,  60  Ala.  356. 

It  is  plain  from  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  garnishee's  answer, 
and  the  other  pleadings  in  the  Circuit  Court,  upon  the  pro- 
pounding of  Henderson's  claim,  which  are  also  matters  of  proof 
in  this  cause,  that  the  legal  title  of  the  money  in  Steiner's  hands, 
admitted  by  him  to  be  a  balance  of  over  twenty-two  hundred 
dollars,  had  passed  out  of  him  before  the  service  of  the  garnish^ 
ment  ivrit  upon  him.  It  was  transferred  to  Montgomery, 
through  the  assignment  made  to  him  by  Duffee  in  January, 
1878, — considerably  more  than  a  year  before  the  garnishment 
writ  was  issued.  This  fact  is  fatal  to  the  garnishment  proceed- 
ing; for  no  balance  was  in  Steiner's  hands,  as  the  debtor  of 
Dulfee,  upon  which  the  lien  could  operate.  Steiner  owed 
Duffee  nothing,  but  he  owed  Montgomery,  as  the  assignee  of 
Duffee,  and  Montgomery  was  not  summoned  as  garnishee  in 
the  cause.  The  latter  could  have  sued  for  the  whole  of  the 
residue  of  the  life  policy  fund,  and  if  it  was  more  than  ade- 
quate to  satisfy  his  claim,  he,  and  not  Steiner,  would  have  been 
debtor  to  Duffee  for  the  surplus,  if  any. 

The  remedy  afforded  by  the  statute  is,  therefore,  clearly  in- 
adequate to  reach  this  surplus  by  garnishment  against  Steiner, 
unless  by  successful  contest  of  the  garnishee's  answer  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Code  authorizing  such 
a  controversy. — Code,  §§  3302-3.  If  Duffee  had  any  interest  in 
it,  only  his  legal,  and  not  his  equitable  rights,  as  we  have  shown, 
could  be  reached  by  garnisliment.  Nor  in  such  cases  is  it  permis- 
sible to  resort  to  a  court  of  equity,  to  supplement  the  defects  of 
the  statute. — Phillips  v.  As/t's  JJeirs,  63  Ala.  414;  Janney  v. 
Buell  and  Wife,  55  Ala.  408;  McClellan  v.  Lip)scomb,  56  Ala. 
255.  In  this  view  of  the  case,  the  complainants  had  no  lien  on 
the  fund  in  controversy,  and  the  chancellor  erred  in  granting 
the  relief  prayed ;  and  his  decree  is  hereby  reversed,  and  tlm 
cause  remanded. 
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Whitehead  &  Son  v.  Lane  &  Bodley 
Company. 

£itt  in  Equity  for  Foreclosure  of  Mortgage  j   Cross-Bill  to 
establish  Equitable  Set-ojf'. 

1.  Remedies  of  mortf/agee,  legal  and  equitable. — A  inortjragee  may  file 
a  bill  in  e«iuity  to  forecKme  the  mortgage,  although  he  may  also  have  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law  for  the  rer-overy  of  his  debt. 

2.  Description  of  premises  in  conveyance. — When  a  conveyance  of 
lands  contains  a  particular  description  of  the  premises  conveyed,  by 
which  they  can  be  clearly  identified,  the  insertion  of  other  descriptive 
words,  which  are  inapplicable,  or  incapable  oX  definite  application,  will 
not  l>e  allowed  to  defeat  it. 

3.  Sale  of  machinery;  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  affect  writing; 
burden  of  proof  as  to  fraud  or  misrepresentation  ;  defenses  available  to  pur- 
chaser.— On  a  sale  of  machinery  by  a  manufacturer,  the  contract  being 
reduced  to  writing,  and  the  machinerj'  delivered  corresjwnding  with  the 
description  therein  contained,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writing; 
the  burden  of  proving  fraud  or  misrepresentation  is  on  the  purchaser; 
and  not  being  established  by  the  evidence,  he  can  not  resist  the  payment 
of  the  agreed  price,  when  there  was  no  warranty,  V)ecause  the  machinerj' 
was  found  to  be  unsuitable  for  the  particular  purpose  for  which  it  was 
intended. 

Appeal  from  the  Cliancerv  Court  of  Butler. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Jonx  A.  Foster. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  tiled  on  the  10th  November, 
1881,  by  tiie  ''Lane  6c  Bodley  Company,"  a  private  corpora- 
titin  chartered  under  the  laws  of  Ohio,  atjainst  James  M. 
Whitehead  and  Augustus  C,  Whitehead  individually,  and  as 
partners  doing  business  under  the  tirm  name  of  Whitehead  & 
Son ;  and  sought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  a  house  and  lot  in 
the  town  of  Greenville,  and  on  certain  personal  property  therein 
particularly  described.  The  mortgage,  a  copy  of  which  was 
made  an  exhibit  to  thejnll,  was  dated  the  23d  December,  1S80, 
and  was  signed  by  said  J.  M.  Whitehead  and  his  wife,  and  by 
Whitehead  &  Son ;  and  it  purported  to  be  given  to  secure  the 
payment  of  two  promissory  notes,  each  for  $150,  executed  by 
said  Whitehead  iS:  Son,  of  even  date  with  the  mortgage,  and 
payable  respectively  on  the  23d  June,  and  23d  Se])tember,  1881, 
to  "Lane  &  Bodley  Company,  or  order,''  at  the  i)anking-house 
of  J.  R.  Adams  &  Co.  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  with  inter- 
est fronj  date.  The  notes  were  given  in  payment  of  the  bal- 
ance due  for  the  agreed  price  of  certain  mill  machinery  and 
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fixtures  sold  by  the  complainant  to  said  Whiteliead  ct  Son ;  and 
each  note,  copies  of  which  were  made  exhibits  to  the  bill,  con- 
tained a  stipulation  in  these  words:  "It  is,  furthermore,  the 
express  condition  of  the  delivery  of  the  said  saw-mill  and  ma- 
chinery, &c.,  to  us,  that  the  title,  ownership  and  possession  does 
not  pass  from  the  said  Lane  &  Bodley  Company,  until  this  note 
is  paid  in  full,  with  interest ;  and  said  Lane  &  I3odley  Company 
may  take  possession  of  said  saw-mill,  machinery,  &c.,  and  sell 
•the  same  for  our  account,  at  any  time,  in  case  this  note  is  not 
promptly  paid ;  in  which  case,  we  hold  ourselves  liable  for  any 
and  all  loss  or  damage  caused  by  our  failure  to  meet  this  note." 
The  property  conveyed  by  the  mortgage  was  therein  described 
as  follows:  "A  house  and  lot  in  the  city  of  Greenville,  Ala- 
bama, containing  one  acre,  more  or  less,  fronting  seventy  feet 
on  Conecuh  street,  being  lot  number  one  (1)  in  square  number 
four  (4)  in  said  city,  lying  between  Conecuh  and  Chestnut 
streets,  and  known  as  the  DeWitt  Dillard  place ;  also,  the  saw, 
saw-frame,  log-carriage  and  fixtures,  purchased  by  us  from  said 
Lane  &  Bodley  Company,  for  the  saw-mill  of  J,  M.  Whitehead 
&  Son  in  Butler  county."  The  prayer  of  the  bill  was,  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  to  ascertain  the  amount  due  on  the 
notes  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  property  conveyed 
by  it,  real  and  personal,  might  be  sold  in  satisfaction  of  the 
■debt,  if  not  sooner  paid  by  the  defendants. 

The  defendants  tiled  a  joint  demurrer  to  the  bill,  assigning 
as  causes  of  demurrer,  1st,  that  the  bill  contained  no  equity; 
2d,  that  the  complainant  had  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy 
at  law ;  3d,  that  the  notes  showed  an  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  machinery,  the  title  remaining  in  the  complainant 
until  the  notes  were  paid,  and  that  the  complainant  could  not 
hold  the  property,  and  at  the  same  time  recover  the  agreed 
price.  The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  the  defend- 
ants then  filed  an  answer,  in  which  they  stated,  in  substance, 
that  their  contract  for  the  purchase  of  the  machinery  was  made, 
in  Montgomery,  with  C.  J.  Dudley  &  Co.,  as  agents  of  the 
complainant,  who  was  engaged  in  Ohio  in  the  manufacture  of 
machinery  for  mills ;  that  they  were  not  skilled  in  the  busi- 
ness, and  had  no  practical  knowledge  of,  the  machinery  and  fix- 
tures required,  and  trusted  to  the  representations  of  said  C.  J. 
Dudley  &  Co.  as  to  these  matters ;  that  they  desired  to  erect  a 
saw-mill  and  purchase  the  machinery  necessary  for  squaring 
large  timber  for  the  Pensacola  market,  and  so  stated  to  said  C. 
J.  Dudley  &  Co.,  who  represented  that  the  machinery  pur- 
chased was  suitable  for  that  purpose ;  that  the  mill  and  ma- 
chinery, when  delivered  and  put  into  operation,  proved  to  be 
entirely  too  light  for  the  purpose  intended,  and  incapable  of 
squaring  large  timber ;  and  that  they  had  sustained  great  loss  and 
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damage  on  account  of  this  deficienc}'.  J.  M.  Whitehead  fur- 
ther answered,  that  the  lot  which  the  mortgage  purjwrted  to 
convey,  described  as  being  situated  in  square  number  four,  never 
belonged  to  him,  and  was  inserted  in  the  mortgage  bj'  mistake; 
and  that  the  lot  which  he  intended  to  convey,  situated  in  8<iuare 
number  seven,  had  since  been  sold  and  (ronveyed  to  another 
person,  who  had  no  notice  of  the  mortgage.  They  asked  that 
their  answer  might  be  taken  and  considered  as  a  cross-bill ;  that 
an  account  might  l>e  taken  of  the  damages  which  they  had  sus- 
tained by  the  incapacity  and  unsuitableness  ot  the  mill  and  ma- 
chinery, and  the  same  be  allowed  as  an  equitable  set-off  against 
the  complainant's  demand,  and  that  the  notes  and  mortgage 
might  be  delivered  up  and  cancelled.  C.  J.  Dudley  <fe  Co. 
were  also  made  defendants  to  the  cross-bill,  and  it  was  prayed 
that  they  be  re(iuired  to  deliver  up,  for  cancellation,  certain 
notes  which  Whitehead  &  Son  claimed  to  have  left  with  them 
when  the  contract  was  entered  into,  and  for  which  the  other 
notes  were  executed  as  substitutes ;  but  these  matters  require 
no  special  notice. 

C.  J.  Dudley,  whose  deposition  was  taken  by  the  complain- 
ant, denied  any  misrepresentations  on  his  part,  as  to  the  capacity 
or  (piality  of  the  machinery  sold  ;  and  appended  to  his  answers, 
as  an  exhibit,  the  written  contract  signed  by  said  Whitehead  & 
Son,  with  the  accompanying  guaranty  signed  by  C.  J.  Dudley 
&  Co.  The  contract  was  in  these  words :  "  Order  or  agree- 
ment to  purchase.  JVIontgomery,  Dec.  30,  'SO.  This  is  to  cer- 
tify, that  we  have  this  day  agreed  to  purchase  of  C.  J.  Dudley 
&  Co.  one  LaTie  ife  Bodley  Company  solid  iron  frame  saw-mill, 
known  as  their  'Siding  Mill,'  with  indei)endent  screw  head 
blocks,  with  common  dogs,  forty  (40)  feet  of  carriage,  sixty  (60) 
feet  of  twelve-inch  three-ply  rubber  belt,  and  one  solid-tootn 
circular  saw,  lifty-two  (52)  inch ;  to  be  shipped  from  Cincin- 
nati, Ohio,  by  or  about  January  14th,  1881;  which  we  agree 
to  receive  upon  arrival  at  (h'eenville,  and  pay  freight  and 
charges  thereon.  And  we  also  agree  to  remove  said  saw-mill 
from  the  station,  to  a  suitable  storage,  and  otherwise  take  good 
and  proper  care  of  the  same,  and  to  notify  said  C.  J.  Dudlev 
<fe  Co.  as  soon  as  possible ;  and  they  may  put  the  said  saw-mill 
in  working  order  at  our  expense,  and  furnish  the  necessary  in- 
structions for  ruiming  the  same.  We  further  agree  to  settle 
for  said  saw-mill,  [if  it  '.\  in  fact  proves  equal  to  the  guaranty 
hereon  printed,  on  the  following  terms;"  specifying  the  cash 
payment,  the  notes  and  mortgage,  and  adding:  "It  is  expressly 
understood,  by  this  agreement  to  purchase  the  above  named 
machinery  we  do  not  acquire  any  right,  title  or  interest  in  the 
same,  until  after  the  sjjecified  terms  of  payment  are  fully  com- 
pleted ;   and  the  said  C.  J.  Dudley  &  Co.,  or  their  authorized 
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agents,  have  the  right  to  take  possession  of  said  machinery  at 
once,  upon  refusal  or  neglect  to  comply  with  said  terms  of  pay- 
ment." The  accompanying  guaranty  was  in  these  words :  "The 
above  machinery  to  be  warranted  of  good  materials  and  work- 
manship ;  to  do  work  well,  if  properly  used ;  and  to  do  as  good 
and  as  much  work,  under  the  same  conditions,  as  any  machinery 
of  its  class  in  the  United  States.  Should  any  defect  be  dis- 
covered, in  workmanship,  materials,  or  efficiency  of  the  said 
machinery,  notice  must  be  given  to  us  within  one  month  from 
the  time  the  machinery  is  put  into  use,  that  the  cause  may  be 
removed ;  else  we  shall  not  be  held  responsible." 

The  chancellor  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  cross-bill,  and 
dismissed  it ;  and  on  final  liearing  on  pleadings  and  proof,  held 
the  complainant  entitled  to  relief,  and  ordered  an  account  of 
the  mortgage  debt  to  be  stated  by  the  register.  Tlie  appeal  is 
sued  out  by  the  defendants  below,  and  they  here  assign  as  error 
the  overruling  of  their  demurrers  to  the  bill,  the  dismissal  of 
their  cross- bill,  and  the  final  decree. 

Clopton,  Herbeet  &  Chambers,  for  ap23ellant. 

BuELL  &  Lane,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — 1.  It  may  be  that,  under  the  contract 
of  sale,  the  title  to  the  mill  and  machinery  vested  in  the  pur- 
chasers, only  upon  the  condition  that  the  purchase-money  was 
paid  ;  and  that,  upon  default  in  payment,  the  sellers  could  have 
reclaimed  it.  But  the  sellers  had  also  the  security  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  it  was  their  right  to  pursue  that  security,  rather  than 
resort  to  a  reclamation  of  the  things  sold.  It  is  the  common 
case  of  a  mortgagee,  having  a  legal  remedy  for  the  recovery  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  preferring  the  equitable  remedy  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage. 

2.  There  is  an  error  in  tlie  mortgage,  in  describing  the  mort- 
gaged premises  as  situate  in  square  number  four  in  the  city  of 
Grreenville,  while  their  real  location  is  in  square  number  seven. 
AVhat  would  be  the  effect  of  the  misdescription,  if  there  was 
not  a  further  designation  and  description  of  the  premises,  by 
which  they  may  be  precisely  identified,  it  is  not  important  to 
consider.  There  is  the  further  description,  that  they  are  situate 
between  Conecuh  and  Chestnut  streets,  fronting  seventy  feet 
on  Conecuh  street,  and  are  known  as  the  "DeWitt  Dillard 
place,"  which  is  inapplicable  to  any  part  of  square  number  four. 
The  rule  is  of  general  application,  that  if  from  any  part  of  the 
description  the  premises  intended  to  be  conveyed  clearly  ap- 
pear, the  conveyance  will  not  be  defeated,  because  other  cir- 
cumstances of  description  are  added,  which  are  inapplicable, 
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or  not  capable  of  definite  application. — Clements  v.  Pearce^ 
63  Ala.  284. 

3.  The  principal  point  of  contention  is,  whether  the  mill  and 
machinery  were  sold  to  the  appellants  as  fitted  for  the  ])articu- 
lar  purpose,  the  scpiaring  of  large  timber,  for  which  they  in- 
tended it;  or  whether  the  sale  was  of  things  descril)ed  and  de- 
fined, the  appellants  relying  n])on  their  own  judgment  as  to 
their  fitness  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  designed  them. 
There  is  conflict  in  the  evidence' upon  the  point.  The  burden 
of  proof  rests  upon  the  appellants,  and  we  are  not  prepared  to 
say  it  is  shown,  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  that  there 
was  a  contract,  or  warranty,  or  representation,  by  the  agent  of 
the  sellers,  that  the  mill  and  machinery  were  fitted  for  any  par- 
ticular purpose.  The  contract  is  in  writing;  the  things  sold 
are  described,  and  the  things  delivered  correspond  to  the  descrip- 
tion. In  the  absence  of  fraud,  or  misrepresentation,  there  is  no 
room  for  parol  evidience  which  would  varj'  the  contract.  The 
most  that  can  be  justly  said,  however,  in  view  of  all  the  evi- 
dence, is,  that  the  appellants  have  the  misfortune  of  having  pur- 
chased the  mill  and  machinery  upon  the  supposition  that  it 
would  answer  the  purpose  for  which  they  designed  it,  and  find 
upon  trial  that  it  is  unsuitable.  The  misfortune  is  of  frequent 
occurrence ;  and  when  there  is  no  fraud,  no  breach  of  contract, 
or  of  warranty,  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  the  purchaser  must 
bear  it.  If  the  cross-bill  had  been  entertained,  relief  upon  it 
could  not  have  been  granted ;  and  from  its  dismissal  the  appel- 
lants have  sustained  no  injury. 

Affirmed. 


Lyne's  Adm'r  v.  Wann. 

BUI  in  Equity  by  Creditor,  to  set  anide  Conveyances  as  Fraud- 
ulent and  Voluntary. 

1.  Equitable  relief  against  probate  decree ,  on  ground  of  errors  or  mis- 
takes.— A  «1efendant  in  a  probate  decree,  rendered  on  final  seltloment  of 
his  accounts  as  executor,  administrator,  or  guardian,  seeking  equitable 
relief  against  it  on  account  ot  alleged  errors  of  law  or  fact  (Code,  ^§  3S37- 
39),  must  show  that  the  errors  complained  of  occurred  •  without  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part. 

2.  Homestead  exemption;  orcupanc;/. — A  claim  of  homestead  exemp- 
tion can  not  prevail,  without  averment  and  proof  of  occupancy. 

3.  Conveyance  to  creditors;  n-hen  fraudulent  as  to  others. — A  convey- 
ance or  sale  bv  an  insolvent  «lebtor  to  one  of  his  creditors,  in  payment  of 
an  existing  debt,  will  not  be  held  fraudulent  as  against  other  creditors. 
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because  of  an  actual  fraudulent  intent  on  his  part,  unless  the  creditor  had 
knowledge  of  that  intent,  or  participated  in  the  fraud. 

4.  Use  of  wife's  funds  by  husband;  whether  conversion  or  investment. 
When  the  husband  purchases  property  at  an  administrator's  sale,  and  is 
allowed  a  credit  on  his  purchase  to  the  extent  of  his  wife's  distributive 
share  of  the  estate,  this  is  not  an  investment  for  the  wife,  but  a  conver- 
sion of  her  interest,  and  renders  him  her  debtor  for  the  amount. 

5.  Same;  as  consideration  of  convet/ance  to  wife. — If  the  husband  re- 
ceives moneys  belonging  to  his  wife's  statutory  estate,  and  converts  them 
to  his  own  use,  thereby  becoming  a  debtor  to  her  to  that  amount,  this 
constitutes  a  valuable  consideration  to  support  a  subsequent  convey- 
ance to  her ;  but  he  is  not  liable  for  interest  on  such  moneys,  nor  for 
property  belonging  to  her  which  he  received,  but  which  he  is  not  shown 
to  have  sold  and  converted  to  his  own  use ;  and  as  to  these  items,  the 
conveyance  would  be  without  a  valuable  consideration. 

6.  Fraudulent  conveyance;  when  allowed  to  stand  as  valid  security. 
When  a  conveyance  is  assailed  by  creditors  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  aiid 
the  grantee  is  not  implicated  in  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the  grantor,  the 
conveyance  will  be  allowed  to  stand  as  a  valid  security  to  the  extent  of 
the  actual  consideration  proved  to  have  been  paid. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  tlie  5th  February, 
1881,  by  Peter  W.  Lyne,  as  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
his  deceased  wife,  Mrs.  Sarah  F.  Lyne,  against  Isaac  D.  Wann 
and  his  wife,  Mrs.  Lucinda  E.  Wann ;  and  sought  to  set  aside 
on  the  ground  of  fraud,  actual  and  constructive,  several  con- 
veyances of  property  to  Mrs.  Wann,  and  to  subject  tlie  prop- 
erty to  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  and  owing  by 
said  Isaac  D.  Wann  to  the  estate  of  the  complainant's  intestate. 
Mrs.  Lyne,  the  complainant's  deceased  wife,  was  a  daughter  of 
one  Robert  Owen,  who  died  in  her  infancy ;  and  on  the  20th 
November,  1860,  letters  of  guardianship  of  her  and  her  estate 
were  duly  granted,  by  the  Probate  Court  of  Madison,  to  said 
Isaac  D.  Wann.  On  the  same  day,  the  sum  of  $1,037.08  was 
paid  to  said  guardian,  by  the  administrator  of  Owen's  estate,  as 
the  ward's  distributive  share  of  the  estate.  On  the  24th  Decem- 
ber, 1872,  the  complainant  and  his  wife  were  married ;  and 
on  her  death,  intestate,  in  February,  1875,  letters  of  adminis- 
tration on  her  estate  were  granted  to  him.  On  final  settlement 
of  Wann's  accounts  as  guardian,  on  September  30th,  1880,  a 
decree  was  rendered  against  him,  in  favor  of  the  complainant 
as  administrator,  for  $2,961.13;  and  execution  having  been  is- 
sued on  this  decree,  against  said  guardian  and  the  sureties  on 
his  bond,  and  returned  "No  property  found,"  this  bill  was  filed 
to  subject  the  property  standing  in  Mrs.  Wann's  name,  partic- 
ularly described  in  the  bill,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  decree,  on 
the  ground  that  the  conveyances  to  her  were  without  consider- 
ation moving  from  her,  and  that  the  title  was  conveyed  to  her, 
by  and  at  the  instance  of  her  husband,  for  the  purpose  of  hin- 
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dering,  delaying,  and  defrauding  hk  creditors,  and  particularly 
the  complainant,  in  the  collection  of  their  debts.  There  were 
two  conveyances  to  Mrs.  Wann ;  the  first  dated  October  6th, 
1866,  by  which  said  Isaac  D.  Wann  conveyed  to  her  certain  lands 
and  lots  in  the  town  of  Vienna,  on  the  recited  consideration  of 
$300  in  hand  paid;  and  the  second  dated  September 6th,  1866^ 
by  which  the  sheriff  conveyed  to  her,  as  the  purchaser  at  a 
sale  under  execution  against  John  C.  Drake,  a  tract  of  land 
containing  720  acres,  at  the  price  of  ^296.  This  execution  was- 
issued  on  a  judgment  against  said  Drake,  in  favor  of  Isaac  D. 
Wann ;  and  the  bill  alleged  that  said  Isaac  D.  was  himself  the 
purchaser  at  the  sale,  and  paid  the  price  bid  by  entering 
it  as  a  credit  on  the  judgment.  This  tract  of  land  was  sold  in 
March,  1869,  for  unpaid  taxes  assessed  against  it,  and  a  deed 
was  afterwards  executed  to  Mrs.  Wann,  as  the  purchaser ;  and 
the  bill  sought  to  set  aside  this  deed  also,  on  the  same  allega- 
tions of  fraud. 

Separate  answers  were  filed  by  the  defendants,  which  were, 
however,  substantially  the  same.  They  denied  the  charges  of 
fraud,  and  asserted  the  validity  of  the  several  conveyances  to^ 
Mrs.  Wann ;  the  consideration  moving  from  her  husband  to 
her  being,  as  alleged,  his  indebtedness  to  her  for  moneys  which 
he  had  received  during  their  coverture,  belonging  to  her  statu- 
tory estate,  which  he  had  used  and  converted  to  liis  own  use; 
these  moneys  being  $1,037.08,  "received  from  the  estate  of 
her  father  in  I860,"  and  §828.02,  "received  from  the  estate  of 
her  grandfather,  Thomas  Blackwell,'in  April,  1860."  Wann  also 
tiled  a  cross-bill,  in  which  he  denied  the  validity  of  his  appoint- 
ment as  guardian  of  said  Sarah  F.  Lyne  (or  Owen),  and  assailed 
the  correctness  of  the  decree  against  him,  specifying  items  in 
the  account  which  ought  not  to  have  been  charged  against  him. 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  dis- 
missed the  bill,  but  held  it  unnecessary  to  pass  on  the  questions 
raised  by  the  cross-bill,  which  he  also  dismissed;  and  his  de- 
cree dismissing  the  bill  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

D.  D.  Shelby,  for  the  appellant,  cited  Otis  v.  Dargan,  53 
Ala.  178;  Pickett  v.  Pipkin,  64  Ala.  520;  Hubbard  v.  Allen, 
59  Ala.  283 ;  Humes  v.  Scruggs,  4  Otto,  22 ;  Tichnxyr  v.  Wie- 
wall,  9  Ala.  309. 

Jno.  D.  Braxdon,  contra,  cited  Northiiwton  v.  Faber,  52  Ala. 

45;  Davidscni  v.  Lanier,  51  Ala.  318;   Young  v.  Dumas,  39 

Ala.   60;    Tompkins  v.  JSacHoIs,  53  Ala.  197;    Marshall  v, 

Cromi,  59  Ala.  121;  Sten^y  v.  Arden,  1  John.  Ch.  261;    Ver- 

jplcunck  V.  Sterry,  12  Johns.  336. 
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STONE,  J. — The  prayer  of  the  cross-bill  asks  relief  iu  the 
alternative.  In  its  primary  aspect,  it  is  contended  it  makes  a 
case  within  the  provisions  of  section  3837  of  the  Code  of  1876; 
the  section  which  provides  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law 
or  of  fact,  committed  in  the  settlement  of  estates  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court.  This  claim,  considered  either  in  the  form  in  which 
it  is  presented  in  the  original  answer,  made  a  cross-bill,  or  in 
the  amended  cross-bill,  is  fatally  defective  as  a  basis  of  relief. 
It  fails  to  show  tJie  errors  and  injury  complained  of  were  with- 
out the  fault  or  neglect  of  Mr.  Wann,  according  to  the  con- 
struction this  court  has  uniformly  placed  on  those  words. — Bow- 
den  V.  Perdue^  59  Ala.  409 ;  Pickett  v.  Pipkin,  64  Ala.  520 ; 
Beadle  v.  Graham,  6^)  Ala.  102 ;  Collier  v.  Folk,  Ih.  223 ; 
Broda  v.  Greenwald,  Ih.  538.  Kor  is  the  cross-bill  any  more 
successful  in  the  claim  of  homestead.  It  contains  no  avennent, 
that  the  premises  in  which  homestead  is  claimed,  were,  or  ever  had 
been  occupied  by  Mr.  Wann.  This  is  a  fatal  omission. — Blum 
V.  Carter,  63  Ala.  235.  In  the  present  tsontroversy,  we  must 
treat  the  probate  decree  as  rightly  ascertaining  Wann's  liability, 
and  the  extent  of  it. — Pickett  v.  Pipkin,  64  Ala.  520. 

The  present  bill  is  by  a  creditor — judgment  creditor — of  Mr. 
Wann,  to  subject  certain  described  lands  to  the  payment  of 
said  claim,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  they  were  and  are  the 
property  of  said  Wann,  and  had  been  fraudulently,  and  without 
consideration,  conveyed  to  his  M'ife,  for  the  purpose  of  delaying 
and  hindering  his  creditors  generally,  and  the  complainant  spe- 
cially, in  the  collection  of  tlieir  said  claims.  The  conveyances 
to  the  wife  were  made  long  after  the  debt  was  incurred,  to  the 
payment  of  which  the  lands  are  sought  to  be  subjected.  The 
defense  is,  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wann  intermarried  since  1850, 
and  that  after  the  marriage  there  accrued  to  her,  from  the  es- 
tates of  her  father  and  grandfather,  moneys,  her  statutory  sepa- 
rate estate,  which  were  received  by  her  husband  and  trustee ;  and 
being  used  and  converted  by  him,  the  lands  in  controversy  were 
conveyed  and  procured  to  be  conveyed  to.  the  wife,  in  payment 
of  such  indebtedness.  There  were  two  separate  conveyances ; 
first,  the  lots  in  the  village  of  Vienna ;  and  second,  the  lands 
near  by,  known  as  the  "  Drake  place." 

We  do  not  understand  it  to  be  disputed  that  the  marriage 
took  place  after  1850,  and  that,  subsequent  to  that  time,  there 
did  acci'ue  to  Mrs.  Wann  moneys,  both  from  the  estate  of  her 
father,  Owen,  and  of  her  grandfather,  Blackwell.  In  the  absence 
of  countervailing  proof,  and  there  is  none  such  in  this  record, 
such  money,  so  received,  became  at  once  the  statutory  separate 
estate  of  Mrs.  Wann,  of  which  her  husband  was  the  trustee, 
with  the  right  to  receive  and  receipt  for  it.  There  is  no  con- 
flict in  the  testimony,  as  to  the  amount  derived  from  the  estate 
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of  Robert  Owen,  the  father.  The  whole  amount,  indnding  the 
five  hundred  dollars  received  as  advancement  during  Mr.  Ow- 
en's lifetime,  was  one  thousand  and  thirty-nine  8-100  dollars. 
As  to  the  sum  received  from  the  grandfather,  Mr.  Black  well's 
estate,  there  is  controversy.  The  authenticated  transcript  of  a 
settlement  of  the  Blaekwell  estate,  had  in  a  County  Court  of 
Tennessee,  and  the  testimony  of  the  administrator,  tend  to 
show  the  sum  received  from  that  source  was  four  hundred  and 
sixty-nine  53-100  dollars.  Several  ^ntnesses  for  the  appellee 
fix  the  sum  at  eight  hundred  and  twenty-eight  2-100  dollars. 
The  testimony  bearing  on  this  question  is  not  clearly  satisfac- 
tory. We  incline  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  latter  js  the  true 
sum,  and  that  it  probably  had  been  augmented  by  a  sale  of  the 
lands  belonging  to  the  estate.  We,  however,  leave  this  qiies- 
tioij  open,  as  it  may  be  made  clearer  when  the  reference 
comes  to  be  executed.  If  the  larger  sum  be  the  tme  one,  then 
the  aggregate  of  the  two  distributive  interests  will  be  eighteen 
hundred  and  sixty-seven  10-100  dollars. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant,  that,  irrespective  of  the  question 
of  indebtedness  of  Wann  to  his  wife  on  the  accounts  mentioned 
above,  these  conveyances  must  fall,  by  reason  of  actual  fraud 
committed  in  their  execution.  In  Crawford  v.  KtrTisey,  55 
Ala.  282,  we  laid  down  the  rules  for  determining  when  a  sale 
of  property  l\v  an  insolvent  debtor  to  his  creditor,  in  payment 
of  a  debt,  will  be  adjudged  fraudulent.  Tested  by  these  rules, 
we  do  not  think  either  of  these  conveyances  is  infected  with 
actual  fraud,  if  the  alleged  indebtedness  existed.  If  Wann's 
purpose  was  to  delay  and  hinder  his  creditors,  there  is  no  testi- 
mony that  his  wife  knew  of  it,  or  that  she  received  larger  pay- 
ment than  she  believed  to  be  due  to  her.  On  the  hypothesis 
that  Wann  owed  his  wife  on  the  accounts  alleged,  the  charge 
of  actual  fraud  is  not  made  good. —  Young  v.  Dumas,  39  Ala.  60. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant,  that  Wann  invested  his  wife's 
distributive  share  of  her  father's  estate  in  the  purchase  of  a 
slave  and  a  mule ;  that  this  was  an  investment  by  him  which 
the  law  authorized,  and  that  therefore  he  did  not  owe  her  on 
that  account.  This,  of  course,  refers  to  the  residuum  of  five 
hundred  and  thirt^'-nine  8-100  dollars,  allowed  in  final  settle- 
ment, after  debiting  Mrs.  Wann  with  the  five  hundred  dollars 
advanced  by  her  father  during  his  lifetime.  The  slave  and 
mule  were  purchased  by  Wann  at  the  sale  of  the  property  by 
the  administrator.  There  is  no  testimony  that  he  purchased 
for,  or  in  the  name  of  his  wife.  This  sale  must  have  preceded 
the  settlement  and  distribution.  There  is  no  testimonv  that  the 
five  hundred  and  thirty-nine  8-100  dollars  coming  to  Mrs.  Wann 
in  distribution,  covered  and  paid  the  purchase  price  of  the  slave 
and  mule.     The  tendency  of  the  testimony  is  that  it  did  not,  and 
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that  in  the  final  settlement  Wann  was  allowed  a  credit  on  his 
purchase,  to  the  extent  of  his  wife's  distributive  interest,  and  in 
that  way  received  it.  This  was  not  an  investment  for  the  wife, 
but  a  conversion  bj  the  husband, — Smith  v.  Whitjiield,  71  Ala. 
106.  To  this  extent,  it  is  clear  that  Wann  was  debtor  to  his 
wife. 

The  alleged  advancement  of  five  hundred  dollars,  made  by 
Mr.  Owen  in  his  lifetime,  is  in  a  somewhat  different  category. 
The  testimony  is  not  very  clear  as  to  what  that  consisted  of.  If 
it  was  money,  and  Wann  used  and  converted  it,  then  it  consti- 
tuted a  debt  from  him  to  her.  If  it  was  property,  either  in 
whole  or  in  part,  and  if  there  is  no  proof  that  that  property 
was  sold  and  the  proceeds  used  and  converted  by  Wann,  then 
it  would  not  constitute  a  debt  from  him  to  his  wife.  This  is  a 
subject  for  inquiry  and  report  by  the  register. 

The  principal  sum  of  his  wife's  money,  received  and  con- 
verted by  Wann,  will  constitute  the  amount  of  his  indebted- 
ness to  her.  He  was  not  liable  for  interest,  and  consequently 
interest  on  the  sum  furnishes  no  valuable  consideration  for 
either  of  the  conveyances. — Early  <&  Lane  -v.  Owens,  68  Ala. 
171 ;  Daffron  v.  Crump,  69  Ala.  77.  We  may  as  well  state 
here  as  elsewhere,  that  Mrs.  Wann's  title  derives  no  strength 
whatever  from  the  tax  sale  and  purchase  thereunder. — Johnson 
&  Seats  V.  Taylor,  70  Ala.  108. 

Applying  the  foregoing  principles,  there  can  be  no  question, 
in  any  statement  of  the  account,  that  Wann  was  indebted  to 
his  wife  in  a  suin  greater  than  three  hundred  dollars.  The  con- 
veyance of  the  Vienna  lots,  and  the  little  field  mentioned  in 
Wann's  deed,  purport  to  be  in  payment  of  three  hundred  dol- 
lars of  the  latter's  indebtedness  to  his  wife.  The  testimony 
fails  to  convince  us  clearly  that  the  lands  therein  conveyed 
were,  in  the  condition  they  were  in  when  the  conveyance  was 
made,  worth  more  than  the  recited  consideration — three  hun- 
dred dollars.  That  conveyance  must  stand,  and  was  an  extin- 
guishment, ^/'O  tanto,  of  Wann's  debt  to  his  wife. — Goodlett  v. 
JIansell,  66  Ala.  151. 

The  conveyance  of  the  Drake  land  rests  on  different  princi- 
ples. In  making  up  the  account  of  the  trust  fund  which  had 
passed  through  his  hands — statutory  separate  estate  of  his  wife 
— Wann  debited  himself  with  interest  on  the  fund  which  he 
testifies  lie  received  and  converted.  In  this  way  the  sum  of 
the  indebtedness  was  footed  up,  which  is  made  the  considera- 
tion— the  sole  consideration — upon  which  the  title  of  the  Drake 
lands  was  vested  in  Mrs.  Wann.  We  say  sole  consideration ; 
for,  in  the  several  payments  which  were  afterwards  made  in  the 
settlement  or  compromise  with  Drake,  the  moneys  of  Mr.  Wann 
were  used.     His  wife  had  no  money.     She  owned  only  her 
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claim  against  her  husband,  and  the  real  estate  he  had  convejed 
to  her.  If  her  lots  had  yielded  rents,  Wann  was  not  liable  to 
account  for  them.  Then,  to  the  extent  Wann  was  in  default  to 
his  wife  for  the  principal  of  her  statutory  estate  converted  by 
him,  after  obtaining  credit  for  the  three  hundred  dollars  paid 
in  the  A'^ienna  lots,  the  Drake  transaction  rested  on  a  valuable 
consideration.  All  beyond  this  was  voluntary,  and  construct- 
ively fraudulent,  as  against  creditors.  But  Mrs.  AVann,  not  be- 
ing complicated  in  any  actual  fraud,  holds  the  Drake  lands,  as  a 
security  for  the  sum  actually  due  her. — Gordon^  Hankln  &  Co. 
V.  Tweedy,  71  Ala.  202.  As  to  these  lands,  the  complainant  is 
entitled  to  relief,  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  re- 
versed. 

Proceeding  to  render  the  decree  the  chancellor  should  have 
rendered,  it  is  ordered  and  decreed  that  the  complainant  is  en- 
titled to  relief,  as  to  the  lands  known  as  the  Drake  place.  It 
is  referred  to  the  register  to  take  and  state  the  account,  show- 
ing the  amount  of  money,  distributive  interest  of  his  wife  in 
the  estates  of  her  father  and  grandfather,  Wann  received  and 
converted,  or  used  in  and  about  his  own  affairs.  Proi)erty  re- 
ceived and  used  in  the  family,  is  not  to  be  charged  in  this  ac| 
count.  For  the  sum  of  the  principal  thus  received  and  con- 
verted by  him,  less  three  hundred  dollars  paid  in  the  Vienna 
lots,  Mrs.  Wann  is  entitled  to  be  first  paid  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  Drake  lands ;  and  the  residue  will  be  paid  to  tlie  com- 
plainant in  this  suit,  to  the  extent  ascertained  by  the  decree  of 
the  Probate  Court.  The  register  will  report  to  the  Chancery 
Court  with  all  convenient  speed.  All  other  questions  are  re- 
served for  decree  by  the  chancellor. 

Revereed  and  remanded. 

This  decree  to  take  effect  as  of  June  6th,  1882,  when  this 
cause  was  submitted. 


Sa>vyers  i\  Baker, 

BiU  in  Equity  by  Purchaser,  for  Specific  Performance. 

1.  StatiUea  omitted  from  Code. — The  act  approved  March  4th,  1876, 
entitled  "  An  act  to  allow  married  women  in  certain  cases  to  sue  in  their 
own  names"  (Sess.  Acts  1875-6,  p.  159),  having  been  omitted  from  the 
Code  of  1876,  is  not  now  operative  as  a  statute. 

2.  Statutory  provisions  as  to  parties,  in  suits  by  married  udomen. — The 
statute  which  provides  that  a  married  woman  "must  sue  or  be  sued 
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alone,  when  the  suit  relates  to  her  separate  estate  "  (Code,  §  2892),  ap- 
plies only  to  actions  at  law,  and  has  no  reference  to  suits  in  equity. 

3.  Rules  of  practice  as  to  parties,  in  suits  by  married  women. — The 
15th  Rule  of  Chancery  Practice,  adopted  in  January,  1877,  providing 
that  "all  bills  and  petitions  by  married  women,  in  reference  to  their 
separate  estates,  shall  be  exhibited  in  their  own  names,  if  over  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  or  relieved  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture"  (Code, 
p.  163),  was  intended  to  carry  out  the  legislative  policy  indicated  by  the 
said  act  approved  March  4th,  1876,  since  inoperative  because  omitted 
from  the  Code  of  1876 ;  and  while  said  rule  applies  equally  to  all  separate 
estates,  whether  statutory  or  equitable,  it  extends  only  to  cases  in  which, 
prior  to  its  adoption,  it  was  necessary  that  a  married  woman  should  sue 
by  her  next  friend,  and  does  not  apply  to  cases  in  w^hich  it  was  necessary 
or  proper  that  she  and  her  husband  should  join  as  co-complainants. 

4.  Joinder  of  husband  and  wife  as  plaintiffs. — As  decided  in  this  case 
on  a  former  appeal  (66  Ala.  292),  the  wife  is  a  proper  and  necessary 
party  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  husband,  seeking  the  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land,  when  it  appeared  that  the  pur- 
chase-money was  paid  with  funds  belonging  to  the  wife's  statutory 
estate,  though  the  title-bond  was  taken  in  the  name  of  the  husband ;  and 
if  the  evidence  establishes  the  case  made  by  the  bill,  the  title  should  be 
vested  in  the  wife  by  the  decree  of  the  court  for  a  specific  performance. 

5.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title,  and  protection  to  possessor  against 
subsequent  incumbrance. — The  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  possession 
of  land  by  a  purchaser,  claiming  it  as  his  own,  whether  in  trust  or  other- 
wise, is  constructive  notice  to  all  the  world  of  his  title,  whether  it  be 
legal  or  equitable;  and  he  is  entitled  to  protection  against  a  mortgage 
subsequently  executed  by  his  vendor,  and  against  any  one  claiming 
under  such  mortgage. 

6.  Subrogation  of  sureties  on  note  for  purchase-money,  to  vendor's  lien 
on  land,  as  against  sub-purchaser  who  has  made  payment. — If  the  sureties 
on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  having  paid  the  balance 
due  on  the  note,  can  claim  to  be  subrogated  to  the  vendor's  equitable 
lien  on  the  land,  they  can  not  assert  that  right  against  a  sub-purchaser 
of  a  portion  of  the  tract,  when  the  purchase-money  paid  by  the  latter 
has  been  applied  in  partial  payment  of  the  note  on  which  the  sureties 
were  bound. 

Apj^eal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Blount. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 

This  case  was  before  this  court  during  the  December  term, 
1880,  on  appeal  by  the  defendants,  Thomas  Sawyers  and  others ; 
and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  then  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  because  Mrs.  Rebecca  Baker,  the  wife  of  the 
complainant,  was  not  joined  with  her  husband,  Henry  Baker, 
as  a  complainant  in  the  bill.  The  original  bill  was  filed  on  the 
5th  July,  1879,  and  sought  the  specific  performance  of  a  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land,  w^hich  said  Henry  Baker 
had  bought  from  Columbus  S.  Boone,  one  of  the  defendants  to 
the  bill,  a  divestiture  of  the  legal  title  out  of  the  other  de- 
fendants claiming  under  said  Boone,  and  the  recovery  of  the 
possession.  The  record  on  the  former  appeal  showed  that  the 
original  bill  was  filed  in  the  name  of  Henry  Baker  alone,  and 
the  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  reversed,  on  the  demurrer  in- 
terposed, because  Mrs.  Baker  was  not  joined  with  her  husband 
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as  a  complainant  in  the  bill.  As  set  out  in  the  transcript  in 
this  case,  the  original  bill  was  filed  in  the  names  of  said  Henry 
Baker  and  his  wife  jointly ;  and  an  amended  bill  was  also  filed 
in  their  joint  names,  under  an  order  of  the  court  allowing  it, 
on  the  loth  September,  1881. 

According  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  original  and  amended, 
the  tract  of  land  involved  in  the  suit  had   belonged  to  one 
Josiah  MeCollum,  deceased,  who  was  the  grandfather  of  Mrs. 
Rebecca  Baker,  and  she  was  one  of  the  distributees  of  his 
estate.     Said  McCoUum  died  in  1871,  and  letters  of  adminis- 
tration on  his  estate  were  duly  granted,  on  the  18th  October, 
1871,  to  said  Columbus  S.  Boone,  one  of  the  defendants  in  this 
suit.     Under  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court,  granted  on  his 
petition,  said  administrator  sold  the  lands  of  the  estate,  and  be- 
came himself  the  purchaser  at  the  price  of  $1,112.40;  "and  in 
some  manner  unknown  to  complainants,"  as  the  bill  alleged, 
^'  he  executed  his  promissory  note  for  said  sum  to  the  heirs  of 
said  estate,  or  to  some  of  them,  with  said  Thomas  Sawyers  and 
John  (Tamble  as  his  sureties."     The  sale  was  reported  to  the 
court,  and   was  duly  confirmed  on  the  16th  October,  1872. 
The  said  Boone  took  pos.session  of  the  land  under  his  purchase, 
and  continued  in  the  possession  until   some  time  in  October, 
1875,  when  he  sold  a  part  of  the  tract,  particularly  described 
in  the  bill,  to  Henry  Baker,  the  complainant  in  the  original 
bill ;  and,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  amended  bill,  he 
placed  said  Baker  and  wife  in  possession,  under  their  purchase, 
m  November,  1875.     The  purchase-money  agreed  to  be  paid  by 
Baker,  $550,  was,  according  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  settled 
in  this  way:  "At  the  time  your  orator  purchased  said  land, 
and  during  the  time  said  trade  was  being  consummated,  it  was 
agreed  by  and  between  your  orator  and  said  Boone,  that  orator 
should  see  said  H.  A.  Gillespie"  (the  administrator  de  bonis 
non  of  McCoUiim's  estate,  who  had  possession  of  Boone's  note 
for  the  original  purchase-money),  "and  receipt  him  for  said 
sum  of  $550,  as  the  husband  and  trustee  of  his  said  wife,  Re- 
becca Baker,  and  have  said  sum  of  $550  placed  as  a  credit  on 
said  Boone's  note,  or  in  some  way  cause  said  sum  to  be  cred- 
ited on  said  note;  and  in   pursuance  of  said  agreement,  your 
orator  did  receipt  said  administrator  de  bonis  non  for  said  sura 
of  money,  as  a  part  of  said  Rel)ecca's  share  of  the  estate  of 
her  said  grandfather,  and  caused  said  note  to  be  credited  with 
said  sura  ;  and  in  this  way  and  manner  your  orator  and  oratrix 
made  full  payment  to  said  Boone  for  said  land  so  purchased  of 
him,  all  of  which  was  done  by  and  with  the  consent  and  ap- 
proval of  your  oratrix,  Rebecca  Baker." 

On  the  16th  January,  1876,  as  the  allegations  of  the  bill 
further  showed,  Boone  executed  a  mortgage  on  all  the  lands  he 
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had  purchased  at  his  own  sale,  including  the  portion  which  he 
had  sold  to  Baker  as  above  stated,  to  said  Sawyers  and  Gamble, 
to  indemnify  them  against  liability  as  his  sureties  on  the  note 
for  the  purchase-money ;  but  Baker  and  his  wife  were  then  in 
possession  of  the  part  which  they  had  so  purchased.  On  the 
3d  January,  1877,  a  judgment  was  recovered  in  the  Circuit 
Court  by  said  H.  A.  Gillespie,  as  administrator  de  hmiis  noriy 
against  said  Boone,  Sawyers  and  Gamble,  for  S889.12,  being 
the  balance  due  on  Boone's  note  for  the  purchase-money,  with 
interest,  after  deducting  the  $550  paid  or  settled  by  Baker. 
On  the  16th  January,  1877,  pursuant  to  an  order  of  the  Probate 
Court,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  executed  to  Boone  a  con- 
veyance of  the  lands  bought  by  him  at  his  sale.  After  the  ren- 
dition of  said  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  "  and  in  the  early 
part  of  the  year  1877,"  Sawyers,  one  of  the  mortgagees,  sold 
and  conveyed  the  lands  to  Daniel  Sandlin,  who  was  also  made 
a  defendant  to  the  bill ;  and  said  Sandlin  having  recovered  the 
possession  from  tlie  complainants,  "  by  some  sort  of  proceeding 
instituted  in  a  justice's  court  in  said  county,"  the  complainants 
were  dispossessed  under  that  judgment.  The  complainants 
claimed  and  alleged  that,  at .  the  time  Boone  executed  the  said 
mortgage  to  Sawyers  and  Baker,  there  was  no  liability  resting 
on  them  as  his  sureties ;  and  that  being  in  possession  of  the 
land  which  said  Balcer  had  bought,  at  the  time  the  mortgage 
was  executed,  and  having  paid  the  purchase-money,  they  had 
acquired  a  perfect  equity,  and  were  entitled  to  protection  against 
any  claim  or  title  asserted  by  the  defendants. 

A  demurrer  to  the  amended  bill  was  filed  by  Sawyers  and 
Sandlin  jointly,  on  the  following  (with  other)  grounds: 
1st,  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  complainants,  because  Baker 
had  no  interest  in  the  suit,  and  his  wife  should  have  sued  alone; 
2d,  "  that  said  Sawyers  and  Gamble,  as  sureties  on  the  note  of 
said  Boone  given  for  the  purchase-money,  had  the  right,  upon 
the  rendition  of  judgment  against  them  thereon,  and  the  pay- 
ment thereof  by  them,  to  assert  and  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  on 
said  land  for  the  amount  so  paid,  with  interest  and  costs,  and 
the  purchase  of  said  lands  by  complainants  was  made  (if  at  all) 
with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  and  of  such  right  in  said 
sureties,  or  either  of  them."  The  chancellor  overruled  the 
demurrer,  and  his  decree  thereon  is  now  assigned  as  error, 

Geo.  H.  Parker,  and  Hamill  &  Dickinson,  for  appellant, 
cited  the  15th  Rule  of  Chancery  Practice  (Code,  p.  163); 
Baines  v.  Barnes^  64  Ala.  375 ;  KnigJtt  v.  BlantorCs  Heirs, 
51  Ala.  333;  Knighton  v.  Curj-y,  62  Ala.  404;  1  Story's 
Equity,  §  499a. 
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John  W.  Inzer,  eantra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  15th  Kule  of  Cliancery  Practice 
(Code,  1876,  p.  163)  provides,  that  "all  bills  and  petitions  filed 
l)v  married  women  in  reference  to  their  separate  estate^  if  over 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  or  relieved  of  the  disabilities  of  cov- 
erture, shall  be  exhibited  in  their  own  names  y  in  all  other 
cases,  hy  next  friend^  This  rule  was  adopted  by  this  court  in 
January,  1S77,  and  was  designed  to  carrj'  out  the  legislative 
policy,  as  indicated  by  the  act  of  March  4,  1876,  entitled  "An 
act  to  allow  married  women,  in  certain  cases,  to  sue  in  their 
own  names."  It  was  there  enacted,  that  married  women,  over 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  might  sue  in  their  own  names,  in  all 
cases  in  which  they  were  previously  "required  to  sue  by  or  in 
the  name  of  a  next  friend!'''  Though  the  act  itself  seems  to 
have  been  omitted  by  oversight  from  the  present  Code,  and, 
therefore,  has  no  binding  force,  it  serves  to  illustrate  the  design 
of  the  rule  suggested  by  it.  Its  purpose,  very  clearly,  was  to 
abolish  the  former  rule,  which  required  married  women  to  sue 
by  their  next  frienJ,  in  all  cases,  in  courts  of  chancery,  where 
the  suit  related  to  their  separate  property.  It  is  too  obvious 
for  argument  that  it  has  no  reference  to  the  question  of  the 
wife's  joinder,  or  non-joinder  with  her  husband,  as  co-com- 
plainant, but  leaves  this  to  be  settled  by  the  established  rules 
of  equity  pleadings. — 1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr,  109*.  And  we  appre- 
hend that  no  doubt  can  exist,  that  it  is  applicable  alike  to  sep- 
arate estates  of  both  kinds,  statutory  and  ecjuitable. 

The  case,  in  our  opinion,  presents  no  improper  joinder  of 
parties  plaintiff.  The  suit,  as  originally  instituted,  was  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  appellee,  Henry  Baker,  to  whom  Boone  had 
conve^'ed  the  land  in  controversy.  The  husband,  however, 
having  purchased  the  land  with  the  wife's  property  (being  a 
part  of  her  statutory  separate  estate),  and  having  taken  the 
conveyance  from  Boone  in  his  own  name,  was  a  mere  tmstee 
for  her;  and  it  was  ruled  by  this  court,  when  this  case  was  here 
before  on  aj)peal,  that  the  wife,  as  cestui  que  ti^tst,  was  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  suit. — Sawyers  v.  Bal'er^  66  Ala.  292.  We 
then  said:  "If  she  freely  assented  to  the  purposes  of  the  bill, 
she  was  a  proper  party  complainant;  otherwise, she  should  have 
been  made  a  defendant." — Ih.  295.  The  ))ill  was  afterwards 
amended,  so  as  to  make  her  a  co-complainaut  with  her  husband ; 
and  it  is  now  insisted  that  this  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties. 

The  question  is  unaffected  by  the  statute ;  section  2892  of 
the  Code  (1876),  recpiiring  the  wife  to  sue  alone  when  the  suit 
relates  to  her  separate  estate,  plainly  having  reference  to  suits 
at  law  alone,  and  being  inapplicable  to  suits  in  equity.  The 
doctrine  as  to  parties  is  essentially  different  in  courts  of  law. 
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and  in  courts  of  equity ;  and  it  is  often  a  matter  of  no  grave 
concern,  in  some  cases,  whether  a  given  party  is  complainant 
or  defendant. — Story's  Eq.  Plead.,  §  76.  Where,  however, 
the  husband  has  no  adverse  interest  to  his  wife,  and  neither 
seeks  any  relief  against  the  other,  both  being  necessary  partiies- 
to  a  suit  instituted  to  enforce  some  legal  right  of  the  wife  in  a 
court  of  equity,  the  rule  is,  that  they  may  unite  as  co-com- 
plainants.— 1  Dan.  Ch.  Prac.  109;*  Bein  v.  Heathy  6  How. 
(U.  S.)  228;  Story's  Eq.  Plead.,  §  61-62;  Booth  v.  Albertson, 
2  Barb.  Ch.  313. 

In  Pitts  -v.  Powledge^  a  bill  was  iiled  by  the  husband  alone* 
to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase-money,  evi- 
denced by  a  promissor}'  note  made  payable  to  him.  The  wife 
was  allowed  to  be  made  a  co-conjplainant,  by  amended  bill, 
alleging  that  the  land  belonged  to  her  statutory  separate  estate. 
That  case  and  the  present  are  essentially  the  same  in  principle, 
and  we  can  see  no  error  in  the  action  of  the  chancellor  allowing 
the  amendment,  to  which  objection  is  taken  by  demurrer. 

We  make  yet  another  suggestion,  corroborative  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  foregoing  views.  The  husband  here  holds  a 
deed  to  property,  as  a  mere  trustee  for  the  wife.  She  is  the 
beneficiary,  or  real  owner  in  equity,  and  seeks  relief,  to  which 
the  husband  consents.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  protect 
the  trust,  by  decreeing  that  the  title  be  made  to  hei\,  if  to  any 
one.  In  this  view,  she  is  certainly  a  proper,  if  not  a  necessary 
party  plaintiff  with  the  husband. 

It  is  further  insisted  by  the  appellants,  that  their  equity  in 
the  lands  purchased  by  Baker  is  superior  to  Mrs.  Baker's.  In 
Sawyers  v.  Baker  {^^  Ala.  292,  296),  supra^  we  held  that, 
although  Baker  was  the  purchaser  of  a  mere  equitable  title  from 
Boone,  still  \\\%  possession  of  tiie  land  was  a  fact  which  charged 
all  subsequent  purchasers  with  notice,  and  was  equivalent  to 
registration  of  his  deed,  which  was  unrecorded.  And  he  hav- 
ing paid  the  pui'chase-money,  before  the  mortgage  on  the  same 
land  was  executed  by  Boone  to  Sawyers  and  Gamble,  his  equity 
was  held  to  be  superior  to  that  acquired  by  them  through  their 
mortgage.  This  conclusion  was  based  on  the  principle,  now 
well  settled  in  this  State,  that  the  open,  notorious  and  exclusive 
possession  of  real  estate,  by  a  vendee  holding  under  an  unre- 
corded deed,  and  claiming  the  land  as  his  own,  whether  in  trust 
or  otherwise,  is  constructive  notice  of  the  vendee's  title, 
whether  legal  or  equitable  in  its  nature. — MeCarihy  v.  Nicros% 
at  present  term.  We  are  satisfied  with  the  conclusion  then 
reached,  without  adding  more. — Hench'icks  v.,  Jielly,  64  Ala, 
388 ;  Wade  on  Notice,  §  273 ;  Ludlow  v.  Gill^  1  Amer,  Dec. 
294,  note  I  Burt  v.  Cassety,  12  Ala.  734. 

But  it  is  contended,  that  as  Sawyers  and  Gamble,  the  appel- 
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lants,  were  sureties  of  Boone  on  the  note  given  for  the 
purchase-money,  wliich  was  a  lien  on  this  land  in  favor  of  the 
vendor,  and  as  they  i)aid  the  balance  due  on  this  note,  they  are 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  vendor's  lien,  which  is  superior 
to  the  equity  of  the  appellees.  The  authority  of  Knighton 
V.  Curry,  62  Ala.  404,  is  cited  in  support  of  this  view.  Con- 
ceding that  this  case  limits,  if  it  does  not  modify,  the  old  doc- 
trine declared  on  this  subject  in  Foster  v.  Trustees  of  Athe- 
tumtm  (3  Ala.  302),  and  that  a  surety  can,  in  such  cases,  work 
out  the  equity  of  subrogation,  there  is  one  important  feature 
in  the  case  at  bar,  which  would  utterly  defeat  its  assertion  as 
against  the  appellees.  The  sureties  were  certainly  liable  for 
the  whoh  of  the  purcha.se-nioney,  due  on  the  land  purchased  by 
their  principal,  Boone,  This  amounted  to  more  than  eleven 
hundred  dollars,  and  was  evidenced  by  the  joint  and  several 
note  of  Boone  and  these  sureties.  Sawyers  and  Gamble.  When 
Baker  purchased  the  land  in  controversy,  which  was  something 
less  than  half  of  the  original  tract,  he  paid  for  it  the  sum  of 
live  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  which  was  credited  on  this  note.' 
The  sureties  have,  tlierefore,  gotten  the  full  benefit  of  this 
credit  once,  and  can  not,  in  equity  or  good  conscience,  be  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  it  a  second  time,  to  the  detriment  of  the  pur- 
chaser. It  does  not  appear  that  the  price  paid  was  inadequate, 
or  the  purchase  unfair.  If  this  claim  is  sustained,  the  sureties 
will  virtually  have  been  permitted  to  enforce  their  alleged 
equity  twice  against  the  same  land — once  by  having  the  pur- 
chase-money paid  by  Mrs.  Baker  appropriated  to  pay  about 
half  of  their  own  debt,  and  again  by  enforcing  a  lien  against 
it  for  the  other  half.  Xo  principle  of  equity  jurisprudence  is 
known  to  us,  by  which  such  an  inequitable  proceeding  can  be 
justified,  or  tolerated. 

The  chancellor  was  clearly  correct  in  overruling  the  de- 
murrer filed  to  the  bill  by  the  appellants,  and  his  decree  is 
afhrmed. 


Buchanan  v.  Buchanan. 

Bill  in  Ejiuity  hy  Judgment  Or  editor,  to  set  aside  Voluntary 
Conveyance  as  Fraudulent. 

1 .  Burden  of  proof  as  to  consideration  of  convei/ance  assailed  for  fraud. 
When  a  creditor  assails  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  by  his  debtor,  or  a 
conveyance  whose  consideration  pfoceetled  from  his  debtor,  and  liis  debt 
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or  demand  is  older  than  the  date  of  the  conveyance,  the  onus  of  proving 
a  vahiable  consideration  is  oast  on  the  grantee ;  and  if  the  consideration 
is  averred  to  be  a  debt  of  the  grantor  or  debtor,  he  must  prove  the  exis- 
tence and  vahdity  of  such  debt. 

2.  Weight  of  answer  as  evidence. — An  answer,  not  uuder  oath,  is  not 
evidence  for  the  respondent  for  any  purpose ;  and  when  verified  by  af- 
fidavit (Code,  §  3786),  it  is  only  evidfence  so  far  as  responsive  to  the  al- 
legations of  the  bill. 

3.  When  answer  is  responsive,  or  not. — When  the  bill,  filed  by  a 
creditor,  attacks  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  to  the  debtor's  son,  alleg- 
ing that  the  purchase-money  was  paid  by  the  debtor  with  his  own  funds ; 
and  the  answer,  admitting  this  fact,  alleges  that  it  was  so  paid  in  con- 
sideration of  a  debt  due  from  the  debtor  to  his  son ;  this  is  not  responsive, 
but  is  matter  in  avoidance,  and  must  be  proved. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Jackson. 
-  Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Geaham. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  10th  April,  1882,  by 
Mrs.  Martha  A.  Buchanan,  suing  for  the  use  of  W.  L.  Martin 
and  others,  against  James  M.  Buchanan  and  his  son,  James  A. 
Buchanan;  and  sought  to  set  aside,  as  constructively  fraudulent, 
a  conveyance  of  a  town  lot  in  Scottsboro  by  one  L.  B.  Jones  to 
said  James  A.  Buchanan,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchase- 
money  was  in  fact  paid  by  said  James  M.  Buchanan  ;  and  to 
subject  the  property  to  sale  for  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
a  decree  for  costs,  which  tlie  complainant  had  obtained  against 
said  James  M.  Buchanan,  in  a  suit  for  divorce  instituted  by  her 
against  him  in  said  Chancery  Court.  The  decree,  a  copy  of 
which,  duly  certified,  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  was  ren- 
dered on  the  IStli  January,  1881 ;  and  an  itemized  copy  of  the 
bill  of  costs,  amounting  to  $43.50,  duly  certified,  was  also  made 
an  exhibit.  W.  L.  Martin  was  the  register  of  the  court,  and 
the  other  persons  for  whose  use  the  complainant  sued  were  of- 
ficers of  the  court,  entitled  to  portions  of  the  costs,  as  shown  by 
the  itemized  bill.  The  deed  of  Jones  to  said  James  A.  Buch- 
anan, a  certified  copy  of  w^iich  was  also  made  an  exhibit  to  the 
bill,  was  dated  the  25tli  May,  1881,  and  recited  as  its  considera- 
tion the  payment  of  $50  in  cash,  but  did  not  state  by  whom  the 
payment  was  made.  The  bill  alleged  tliat  the  purchase  and 
23ayment  were  made  by  said  James  M,  Buchanan,  the  defend- 
ant in  the  decree,  and  that  he  was  insolvent.  A  joint  and 
several  answer  was  filed  by  the  defendants,  admitting  the  ren- 
dition of  the  decree,  and  the  execution  of  the  deed,  as  alleged 
in  the  bill;  and  averring  that  the  purchase  of  the  lot  was  so 
made  by  the  said  James  M.  by  agreement  with  the  said  James 
A.,  and  the  consideration  paid  was  on  account  of  moneys  which 
the  said  James  A.  had  previously  loaned  and  advanced  to  his 
father.  The  answer  was  not  under  oath,  an  answer  on  oath 
having  been  waived  by  the  complainant.  The  cause  was  sub- 
mitted for  decree,  "  on  the  bill  of  complaint,  exhibits  thereto, 
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and  joint  answer  of  defendants"  ;  and  the  chancellor  rendered 
a  decree  for  the  complainant  as  prayed,  declaring  the  convey- 
ance fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  complainant,  and  or- 
dering the  property  to  be  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  lier  de- 
cree.    The  chancellor's  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Norwood  &  Norwood,  for  appellant. 

W.  L.  Martin,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  cause  was  heard  on  the  bill  and  ex- 
hibits, and  the  answer  of  the  defendants.  The  exhibits,  the 
genuineness  and  authenticity  of  which  are  admitted  by  the  an- 
swers, and,  being  transcripts  of  judicial  proceedings,  are  cer- 
tified by  the  proper  officer,  and  of  themselves  evidence,  show 
the  rendition  of  a  decree  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  by  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  for  the  payment  of  mon6y, 
prior  to  the  purchase  by  the  defendant  in  tlie  decree,  of  the 
parcel  of  land  sought  to  be  subjected  to  its  payment,  and  its 
conveyance  to  his  co-defendant.  The  burden  of  proving  a 
valuable  consideration  for  the  conveyance,  to  avoid  the  subjec- 
tion of  the  lands  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  decree,  was  cast  on 
the  party  afiirming  the  existence  of  such  consideration.  When 
the  debt  or  demand  of  a  creditor  is  prior  in  date  of  existence  to 
a  conveyance  by  the  debtor,  or  to  a  conveyance  the  considera- 
tion of  which  proceeds  from  him,  the  burden  of  proving  a 
valuable  consideration  for  the  conveyance,  when  the  creditor 
assails  its  validity,  is  cast  upon  the  grantee;  and  if  the  con- 
sideration of  the  conveyance  is  averred  to  be  a  debt  of  the 
grantor,  or  of  the  debtor  from  whom  the  consideration  for  the 
conveyance  originally  moved,  the  existence  and  validity  of  such 
debt  must  be  proved. — Hamilton  v.  Blackwell,  60  Ala.  545; 
Huhhard  V.  Alien,  59  Ala.  282. 

The  answer  is  not  verified,  and,  under  the  statute,  is  not  evi- 
dence for  the  defendants.  If  it  were  verified,  it  would  for  the 
defendants  be  evidence  only  so  far  as  responsive  to  the  bill. 
Code  of  1876,  §  3786.  The  existence  of  an  indebtedness  from 
the  judgment  debtor  to  his  son,  the  grantee  of  the  conveyance,  • 
avtjrrei  in  th^  answer  as  th3  cornideMtion  moving  the  debtor 
to  take  the  conveyance  in  the  name  of  his  son,  is  not  responsive 
to  any  allegation  of  the  bill.  It  is  a  distinct  fact,  set  up  in 
avoidance  of  the  fact  adtnitted  in  the  answer,  that  the  father 
with  his  own  means  had  purchased  the  premises.  It  is  an  un- 
doubted rule  of  evidence  in  equity,  that  an  answer  insisting 
upon  a  distinct,  independent  fact,  in  avoidance  of  a  fact  admit- 
ted in  it,  must  be  proved.  The  fact  admitted  is  established, 
but  the  fact  insisted  on  in  avoidance  must  be  proved  by  the  re_ 
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spondent. — Clements  v.  Moore^  6  Wall.  299  ;  Hart  v.  Ten  Eyck, 
2  Johns.  62 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  738,  §  1467.  Of  the  fact  that  the 
father  was  indebted  to  the  son,  and  that  the  conveyance  of  the 
premises  was  taken  to  the  son  as  a  mode  of  paying  the  debt, 
there  is  no  evidence ;  and  the  absence  of  such  evidence  entitled 
the  complainant  to  a  decree  subjecting  the  premises  to  her  de- 
mand. 
Affirmed. 


Pinney  v.  Werborn. 

Final  Settlement  of  Executor's  Accounts. 

1.  Transcript;  what  is  part  of  record. — On  appeal  from  a  decree  ren- 
dered on  final  settlement  of  an  executor's  accounts,  a  paper  copied  into 
the  transcript,  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  tlie  dece- 
dent, but  not  appearing  to  have  been  admitted  to  probate,  nor  made  a 
part  of  the  record  by  V)ill  of  exceptions  or  appropriate  reference,  can  not 
be  considered  for  any  purpose. 

2.  Parties  to  settlement ;  presumptions  on  error. — On  final  settlement  of 
an  executor's  accounts,  when  the  record  shows  that  the  decedent  left  a 
widow  and  minor  child  surviving  him,  and  the  decree  recites  that  the  in- 
fant, "  under  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  deceased,  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  settlement,"  but  the  will  itself  is  not  set  out,  nor  its 
provisions  anj'  where  shown  by  the  record ;  this  court  can  not  assume, 
contrary  to  these  recitals,  that  the  decedent  died  intestate,  thereby  mak- 
ing the  child  a  necessary  party  as  a  distributee,  nor  that  the  will,  prop- 
erly construed,  made  the  child  a  necessary  party  as  a  legatee  or  devisee. 

3.  Jurisdiction  of  Probate  Court  in  matter  of  trusts ;  conclusiveness  of 
decree. — Where  the  will  confers  on  an  executor  personal  trusts,  which 

.may  not  expire  when  his  executorial  duties  cease,  and  which  can  not  be 
finally  settled  until,  on  the  termination  of  the  widow's  life-estate,  the 
property  is  delivered  to  the  remainder-men,  unless  the  executor  and 
trustee  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  ;  while  the  Probate  Court  may  make 
a  final  settlement  of  his  accounts  as  executor,  and  the  decree  would  be 
conclusive  on  the  widow,  who  was  a  party  to  it ;  yet,  as  to  the  matters 
connected  witli  the  trust,  the  court  would  be  without  jurisdiction,  and 
the  decree  rendered  would  be  no  protection  to  the  executor  in  any  future 
•litigation  with  the  remainder-men  who  were  not  parties  to  it. 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Court  of  Mobile. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Price  Williams,  Jr. 

In  the  matter  of  the  final  settlement  of  the  accounts  and 
vouchers  of  George  F.  Werborn,  as  executor  of  the  last  will 
and  testament  of  Adolph  M.  Solomon,  deceased,  to  which  he 
was  cited  by  the  widow,  now  Mrs.  A.  M.  Pinney.  The  record 
shows  that  letters  testamentary  w^ere  granted  to  the  executor  on 
the  24111  June,  1862 ;  and  the  order  granting  them  recites,  that  it 
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was  "  known  to  the  court  tlmt  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
said  decedent  was  duly  proved  and  admitted  to  record  in  this 
court.'*  A  paper  is  copied  into  the  transcript,  wliich  purports 
to  be  the  will  of  said  decedent,  hut  which  is  nowhere  identitied 
or  referred  to  as  the  paper  admitted  to  probate,  and  the  order 
admitting  it  to  probate  is  not  set  out.  This  paper  contains  the 
following  provisions :  "(1-)  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  the 
property  I  may  have,  or  which  I  may  own  at  my  deatli,  whether 
real  or  personal,  to  my  executors  hereinafter  named,  to  be  held 
by  them  as  trustees  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  will.  I 
empower  them  to  carry  on  the  mercantile  business  I  may  be 
engaged  in  at  the  time  of  my  death,  upon  such  terms,  for  such 
time,  and  in  such  manner  as  they  may  deem  liest  for  the  inter- 
ests of  my  estate,  subject  to  the  other  provisions  of  this  will ; 
and  they  are  not  only  to  close  the  same  when  they  think  best, 
but  also  to  sell,  dispose  of,  re-invest  and  manage  any  part  of 
the  said  interest,  or  any  and  all  of  my  property,  of  any  and 
every  kind,  upon  their  judgment,  without  any  order  of  the 
court.  In  the  conduct  of  said  mercantile  business,  however,  as 
well  as  in  the  closing  of  the  same,  and  in  the  disposition,  sale, 
re-investment  and  management  of  any  portion  of  my  property, 
my  wife,  Amanda  M.,  must  be  consulted  by  my  executors,  and 
her  consent  to  the  action  taken  by  them  must  be  obtained  in 
writing,  and  must  be  attested  by  at  least  two  respectable  wit- 
nesses. In  case  my  wife  and  executors  can  not  agree  as  to  the 
foregoing  matters,  the  proper  courts  of  the  country  must  deter- 
mine and  order  the  course  to  be  pursued  by  my  executors.  (2.) 
After  my  just  debts  are  paid,  I  give  to  my  wife,  Amanda  M., 
the  protits,  use,  enjoyment  and  income  of  all  such  property,  of 
every  kind,  as  I  may  have  at  my  death,  for  the  support,  main- 
tenance and  education  of  herself  and  children  as  a  family;  but 
ray  wife  shall  not  dispose  of  any  part  of  the  same,  in  any  way, 
nor  subject  it,  as  I  give  lier  no  interest  except  in  conjunction 
with  the  children  aforesaid  as  a  finnily,  I  especially  charge  my 
said  wife  to  employ  any  such  income  or  protits  to  the  liberal 
maintenance  and  education  of  any  child  or  children,  or  its  or 
their  descendants,  as  may  have  been  or  may  be  begotten  of  her 
by  nie;  and  the  provisions  as  to  the  maintenance  and  support 
of  any  other  child  or  children  shall  take  effect  only  so  long  as 
such  other  child  or  children  may  actually  form  part  of  my  said 
wife's  family,  and  be  dependent  upon  her.  (3.)  At  the  death 
of  my  wife,  I  give,  devise  and  iKHjueath  the  absolute  ownership 
(^  my  property,  both  real  and  })ersonal,  not  consumed  in  the 
use  aforesaid,  to  my  child  or  children,  or  its  or  their  descend- 
ants, that  may  have  been  or  may  be  Wgotten  of  the  said  Amanda 
M.  by  me.  But,  in  case  she  should  leave  no  such  child  or  chil- 
dren, or  descendants  as  aforesaid  of  it  or  them,  surviving  her. 
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then  I  bequeath  such  remainder  to  the  children,  or  to  any  child 
of  niY  said  wife,  as  may  then  be  living." 

The  executor  appeared,  in  answer  to  the  citation,  and  filed 
his  accounts  and  vouchers,  accompanied  with  an  affidavit,  in 
which  he  stated  that  Mrs.  A.  M.  Pinney  "  is  the  widow  of  said 
deceased,"  and  that  "Adolpha  Solomon  is  the  daughter  of  said 
deceased  by  the  said  Amanda  M.,  and  is  believed  to  be  residing 
with  her  said  mother,  and  to  be  a  minor  over  fourteen  years  of 
age."  Thereupon,  the  court  appointed  a  day  for  the  settle- 
ment, and  appointed  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  said  minor. 
The  guardian  accepted  the  appointment,  and  filed  numerous  ex- 
ceptions to  the  account  stated  by  the  executor.  On  a  subse- 
quent day,  on  motion  of  the  executor,  these  exceptions  were 
stricken  from  the  files,  and  the  order  appointing  the  guardian 
ad  litem  was  revoked,  on  the  ground,  as  stated,  "that  Adolpha 
Solomon,  daughter,  a  minor  over  fourteen  years  of  age,  is  not, 
under  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  deceased,  a  necessary 
party  to  the  settlement  of  the  estate."  Exceptions  to  these 
rulings  were  reserved  by  the  guardian  ad  litem,,  and  several  ex- 
ceptions were  reserved  by  the  widow  to  other  rulings  of  the 
court  on  the  hearing ;  but  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  struck  from 
the  record,  on  motion,  by  tJiis  court. 

The  decree  of  the  court,  after  reciting  the  appearance  of  the 
executor  and  the  wi^ow,  thus  proceeds :  "  The  court,  now  pro- 
ceeding to  act  upon  said  accounts,  and  to  make  a  final  decree 
and  settlement  of  said  estate,  finds  that  said  executor  is  charge- 
able with  the  sum  of  $12,383.92  in  treasury-notes  of  the  Con- 
federate States,  as  shown  by  the  accounts  stated  by  the  court, 
and  is  justly  entitled  to  credits,  for  sums  paid  out  in  said  treas- 
ury-notes of  the  Confederate  States,  to  the  amount  of  $1,646.43 ; 
leaving  a  balance  of  $1,737.49,  in  said  treasury-notes  of  the 
Confederate  States.  And  the  court  then  stated  the  account  of 
said  executor  in  United  States  currency  since  the  late  war,  and 
finds  that  said  executor  ischaigeable  with  the  sum  of  $3,557.66, 
as  shown  by  the  account  as  stated  by  the  court,  and  is  justly 
entitled  to  credits,  including  commissions,  allowances,  and  costs 
of  this  settlement,  to  the  sum  of  $3,354.29:  leaving  a  balance 
of  $203.37  to  his  debit.  And  the  said  executor  is  hereby  di- 
rected to  pny  the  said  balance  of  $203.37  over  to  said  Amanda 
M.  Pinney,  to  be  by  her  received,  held  and  applied  as  directed 
by  the  Avill  of  said  testator ;  and  to  enforce  the  payment  thereof, 
execution  may  issue  in  her  favor  against  the  said  Werborn,  if 
necessary.  The  court  finds  and  decrees,  also,  that  the  said 
Amanda  M.  Pinney  is  entitled  to  have  and  receive  from  the 
said  executor  all  the  property  of  said  estate  not  disposed  of  in 
course  of  administration  ;  and  thereupon  the  executor  shows  to 
the  court  that  he  turned  over  and  delivered  to  the  said  Amanda 
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M.  hoiisebold  furniture  and  a  gold  watch,  amounting  to  the  sum 
of  $534,  which  is  admitted  by  the  said  Mrs.  Pinnev ;  and  it 
appearing  that  the  only  property  now  appearing  is  tlie  follow- 
ing," specifying  it,  "it  is  therefore  ordered,  that  tlie  said  execu- 
tor deliver  and  give  possession  of  said  lot  of  land,  goods,  shares 
of  stock,  &c.,  assets,  to  the  said  Amanda  M.,  to  be  by  her  re- 
ceived, held  and  applied  as  directed  in  the  will  of  said  testator, 
and  upon  compliance  therewith  that  he  be  discharged."    ' 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  Mrs.  Pinney  and  the  guardian  ad 
litem  jointly,  and  they  assign  errors  separately.  The  errors  as- 
signed by  the  latter  are,  the  striking  out  of  the  exceptions  filed 
by  him  to  the  executor's  accounts,  and  the  order  revoking  his 
apj)ointment.  Mrs.  Pinney  assigns  as  error  the  several  mat- 
ters to  which  she  reserved  exceptions,  and  the  final  decree  as 
rendered. 

Watts  &  Sons,  with  L.  H.  Faith,  D.  H.  Lay,  and  C.  J.  Tor- 
rEy,  for  the  appellants. — If  the  will  of  the  testator  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  part  of  the  record,  it  clearly  shows  that  the  minor 
was  a  necessary  party  to  the  settlement ;  and  if  the  will  is  not 
to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  record,  the  minor  was  still  a 
necessary  party  as  a  distributee  of  the  estate. — Fnerson  v. 
Travis,  39  Ala.  150;  Hutton  v.  Williams,  60  Ala.  133;  May 
V,  Duke,  61  Ala.  53 ;  Rowland  v.  Jones,  62  Ala.  322 ;  Bondu- 
rant  v.  Sihley,  37  Ala.  571.  Considering  the  will  as  a  part  of 
the  record,  the  decree  is  erroneous  in  directing  the  executor  to 
pay  over  and  deliver  the  property  to  the  widow  without  requir- 
ing bond  from  her. — Mason  v.  Pate,  34  Ala.  379 ;  Perkins  v. 
Leicis,  41  Ala.  647 ;  Anderson  v.  McGoican,  42  Ala.  280 ;  Cal- 
houn  V.  Whittle,  56  Ala.  138.  The  will  creates,  also,  a  personal 
trust,  of  which  the  Probate  Court  had  no  jurisdiction. 

F.  G.  Brombkro,  and  James  Bond,  contra. — The  will  is  no 
part  of  the  record,  and  can  not  be  lot»ked  to  for  any  purpose, — 
certainly  not  to  show  error  in  the  decree. — Zong  v.  EasUy, 
13  Ala.  245 ;  WiUiams  v.  Gunter,  28  Ala.  681 ;  Jones  v.  Jones, 
42  Ala.  221.  Looking  only  to  the  recitals  of  the  decree,  as  the 
court  must,  Mrs.  Pinney  Mas  the  only  necessary  party  to  the 
settlement ;  and  whether  she  took,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  as 
sole  legatee  in  her  own  right,  or  as  trustee  for  the  remainder- 
men, she  was  the. only  necessary  party. — Gaunt  v.  Tucker, 
18  Ala.  27.  On  this  appeal,  the  construction  of  the  will  is  not 
a  question  presented  for  decision. 

STONE,  J. — When  Werborn,  the  executor,  filed  his  account- 
current  for  final  settlement,  he  filed  therewith,  as  it  was  his 
duty  to  do,  a  sworn  statement,  specifying  "  the  names  of  the 
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heirs  and  legatees,"  <Szc. — Code  of  1876,  §  2509,  subd.  8.  In 
that  affidavit  he  set  forth,  tliat  his  testator  left  surviving  him 
his  widow,  Amanda  M.,  now  Mrs.  Piuney,  and  an  infant  child, 
Adolplia  Solomon,  still  an  infant,  but  over  fourteen  years  of 
age.  A  guardian  ad  litem  was  afterwards  appointed  for  the 
infant,  who  filed  many  exceptions  to  the  account-current.  The 
executor  thereupon  moved  the  court  to  revoke  the  appointment 
of  the  guardian  ad  litem,  and  to  disallow  and  reject  the  excep- 
tions filed  by  him,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  will  gave  the 
entire  property  to  the  widow,  and  hence  the  infant  child  had 
no  interest  in  the  settlement.  The  court  granted  these  motions, 
and  ruled  that  "Adolpha  Solomon,  daughter,  a  minor  over  four- 
teen years  of  age,  is  not,  under  the  construction  of  the  will  of 
the  deceased,  a  necessary  party  to  the  settlement." 

We  are  required  to  consider  this  case  in  the  absence  of  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  as  the  one  found  in  the  record  was  not  signed  by 
the  presiding  judge  within  the  time  allowed  by  law.  We  have 
decided  it  is  no  part  of  the  record.  A  paper,  purporting  to  be 
a  will  signed  by  Adolph  Solomon,  is  found  in  the  transcript, 
but  there  is  no  evidence  of  its  probate.  There  is  nothing  on 
the  face  of  the  proceedings  which  makes  it  a  part  of  the  record, 
and  we  are  not  informed  why  it  is  in  the  transcript,  ft  is  con- 
tended for  appellant,  that  if  we  treat  said  will  as  a  part  of  the 
record,  then  we  must  reverse  the  orders  of  the  Probate  Court 
noted  above,  because  the  will  makes  Adolpha  Solomon  devisee 
and  legatee,  to  take  effect  at  her  mother's  death,  and  she  was 
therefore  a  proper  and  necessary  party  to  the  settlement ;  and 
the  argument  goes  further,  and  claims  that,  if  we  treat  the  will 
as  no  part  of  the  record,  then  Adolpha  was  a  distributee  in  the 
estate  of  her  father,  and  therefore  interested  in  the  distribu- 
tion. So,  taking  either  horn  of  the  dilemma,  it  is  claimed  that 
the  Probate  Court  erred.  We  feel  constrained  to  hold,  that 
the  paper  purporting  to  be  a  will  is  no  part  of  the  record  in 
this  cause,  and  that  it  can  not  be  looked  to  for  any  purpose. 
The  other  branch  of  the  argument  is  equally  faulty.  It  asks 
us  to  assume  that  Adolpha  was  a  distributee,  or  legatee  under 
her  father's  will.  If  the  record  showed  that  Adolph  Solomon 
died  intestate,  or  if  it  were  silent  on  the  question,  we  would 
know  in  the  one  case,  and  possibly  presume  in  the  other,  that 
Adolpha,  his  daughter,  was  entitled  to  distribution,  and  there- 
fore interested  in  the  settlement.  But  the  record  shows  affirm- 
atively that  he  did  not  die  intestate.  Werborn  is  every  where 
styled  executor,  and  the  decree  of  the  court  affirms  that  Mr. 
Solomon  left  a  will.  Discarding  from  our  consideration  the 
paper  found  in  the  record  purporting  to  be  a  will,  we  have  for 
sole  guide  the  recital  in  the  decretal  order  of  the  court,  that 
"Adolpha  Solomon,  daughter,  is  not,  under  the  construction  of 
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the  will  of  the  deceased,  a  iieceRsary  party  to  the  settlement." 
We  can  not  presume  error,  and  niake  it  a  ba.sis  for  reversal. — 1 
Brick.  Dig.  681,  §.^  118,  119,  120.  To  sustain  the  ruling  of 
the  court,  we  must  presume  the  existence  of  a  will,  which,  prop- 
erly construed,  gave  to  the  child  no  interest  in  the  estate. 

tf  the  paper  found  in  the  record  be  a  true  copy  of  Mr.  Solo- 
mon's will,  we  feel  hound  to  express  great  doubt  of  the  coir- 
rectness  of  the  ruling  in  the  court  below.  The  will  places  the 
entire  property'  in  trust,  in  the  hands  of  the  executors,  after 
first  paying  testator's  debts.  It  then  gives  the  use,  enjoyment 
and  increase  of  the  estate  to  his  wife,  Amanda  M.,  "for  the 
support,  maintenance  and  education  of  herself  and  children  as 
a  family,  .  .  .  but  she  was  not  to  dispose  of  any  part  of  the 
same  in  any  way.  nor  subject  it."  At  the  death  of  the  wife, 
the  absolute  ownership  of  the  property  was  to  go  to  his  children 
or  child.  The  will  confers  on  the  executors  other  delicate 
trusts.  Now,  it  may  l)e  conceded  that,  to  the  extent  of  collect- 
ing the  assets,  and  paying  the  debts,  the  duties  of  the  i>er8onal 
representative  were  executorial,  and  the  Probate  Court  had 

i'nrisdiction  to  settle  his  accounts  to  that  extent.  The  widow, 
(Irs.  Pinney,  being  a  party  to  that  settlement,  may  be  bound 
by  it,  as  far  as  executorial  duties  are  concerned.  But  how  about 
the  other  questions  ?  The  paper,  if  the  will,  confided  to  the 
executor  many  trusts  that  are  personal  in  their  character,  which 
may  not  expire  when  his  duties  as  executar  shall  cease  to  be 
necessary.  Over  these  trusts  has  the  Probate  Court  any  juris- 
diction ?  Adolpha,  the  daughter,  was  not  allowed  to  appear  as 
a  party  to  the  settlement.  Is  she  concluded  ?  It  would  seem 
that  only  the  use,  enjoyment  and  income  of  the  estate,  was 
given  to  the  widow,  for  the  maintenance,  «fec.,  of  herself  and 
family.  How  about  the  corpus  f  Was  there  any  authority  to 
deliver  any  of  that  to  the  widow?  And  can  there  be 'a  settle- 
ment of  the  trust,  until,  by  the  terms  of  the  will,  the  child  or 
children  shall  become  entitled  to  the  absolute  ownership;  un- 
less the  executor  and  trustee  resigns,  is  removed,  or  some  other 
ground  exists  for  equitable  interposition? — Hitchcock  v.  U.S. 
Bank,  7  Ala.  386,  437;  Camp  v.  Coleman,  36  Ala.  163;  Per- 
kins v.  Lewis,  41  Ala.  649;  Ex  parte  Dicksotis  64  Ala.  193; 
Mason  v.  Pate,  34  Ala.  379 ;  Zee  v.  Lee,  55  Ala.  590. 

We  have  felt  it  our  duty  to  make  the  above  suggestions  and 
inquiries,  because,  to  the  extent  the  decree  of  tlie  Probate 
Court  was  without  jurisdiction,  that  decree  will  be  no  protec- 
tion to  the  trustee  iu  any  future  litigation. 
Affirmed. 
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Quarles  v.  Campbell. 

Application  hy  Administrator,  far  Order  to  sell  Lands  for 
Payment  of  Debts. 

1.  Averments  of  petition,  as  to  debts  and  insufficiency  of  personal  assets. 
A  petition  by  an  executor,  or  administrator,  for  an  order  to  selj  lands  for 
the  payment  of  debts  (Code,  §§  2450,  2455),  must  allege,  among  other 
things,  the  existence  of  debts,  their  actual  or  estimated  amount,  and  the 
insufficiency  of  the  personal  assets  to  pay  them  ;  though  it  is  not  necessary 
to  give  a  particular  description  of  either  the  debts  or  the  assets,  that  be- 
ing mere  matter  of  proof. 

2.  Proof  of  ''necessity  for  sale." — The  " necessity  for  the  sale  " — that 
is,  the  existence  and  amount  of  valid  debts,  and  the  insufficient  value  of 
the  available  personal  assets — must  be  proved  by  the  depositions  of  dis- 
interested witnesses,  testifying  to  facts  within  their  personal  knowledge ; 
but  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  affirmatively  that  the  witnesses  are  dis- 
interested, since  that  fact  will  be  presumed  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary. 

3.  Deposition;  indorsement  by  commissioner,  showing  title' of  cause. 
The  64th  rule  of  chancery  practice,  requiring  the  commissioner  to  indorse 
on  a  deposition  the  title  of  the  cause  in  which  it  is  taken  (Code,  p.  170), 
is  directory  merely,  and  the  failure  to  make  such  indorsement  does  not 
render  the  deposition  inadmissible  as  evidence. 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Court  of  Lawrence. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  John  B.  Plawkins,  deceased,  on 
the  application  of  D.  B.  Campbell,  as  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed,  for  an  order  to  sell  lands  for  the  payment  of 
debts.  The  administrator's  petition,  which  was  filed  in  Jan- 
uary, 1882,  and  duly  verified  by  his  affidavit,  alleged  that  the 
decedent  died  seized  and  possessed  of  certain  lands,  which  were 
particularly  described;  "that  the  personal  property  of  said 
estate  is  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  thereof,  and  the  will  gives 
him  [the  petitioner]  no  power  to  sell  the  lands  therefor  "  ;  and 
stated  the  names,  ages  and  residence  of  the  several  heirs  and  dis- 
tributees. The  application  was  contested  by  Mrs.  Parthena 
Quarles,  one  of  the  heirs,  who  demurred  to  the  petition,  on  the 
following  (with  other)  grounds :  "  because  said  petition  does 
not  state  the  debts,  for  which  said  lands  are  sought  to  be  sold ; 
and  because  said  petition  does  not  aver  what  debts,  or  amount 
of  debts  against  said  estate,  have  been  presented  or  made  known 
to  said  administrator,  and  yet  remain  unpaid,  nor  does  it  aver  the 
description,  amount  or  value  of  the  personal  effects  of  said  es- 
tate, which  could  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  debts."  The 
court  ov^erruled  the  demurrer,  and  held  the  petition  sufficient. 
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The  administrator  filed  interrogatories  to  W.  J.  Gibson  and 
W.  T.  Simmons,  and  offered  their  depositions  as  evidence  on 
the  hearing  of  the  petition.  The  interrogatories  proponnded 
to  each  of  the  witnesses  asked  them  to  state — 1st,  wlietuer  they 
were  acquainted  with  the  lands  belonging  to  the  estate,  par- 
ticularly describing  them  ;  2d,  whether  they  were  acquainted 
with  the  heirs  and  distributees,  their  names,  ages,  and  resi- 
dences ;  3d,  "  Is  the  personal  property  of  said  estate  sufficient 
to  pay  the  debts  thereof  ? "  ;  4tu,  "  State  anything  else  you  may 
know,  in  behalf  of  the  application."  Each  of  the  witnesses 
answered,  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  lands,  and  that  he 
knew  one  of  the  heirs,  who  was  a  minor ;  and  in  answer  to  the 
other  interrogatories  Gibson  answered :  "iVo,  tJiere  is  no  prop- 
eiiu;  IJcnoiP  of  no  other  way  of  paying  the  debts,  hut  to  ^U 
said  lands'''' :  while  Simmons  answered,  "iVb/  I  Jcnoio  of  no 
way  of  settling  said  estate,  hut  to  sell  said  landsP  The  con- 
testant objected  to  the  admission  of  these  depositions  as  evi- 
dence, because  it  was  not  shown  that  the  witnesses  were  dis- 
interested; and  because  the  title  of  the  cause  was  not  in- 
dorsed on  the  envelope  in  which  the  depositions  were  inclosed. 
These  objections  were  overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  record 
does  not  show  that  any  exception  was  reserved  by  the  contes- 
tant to  this  ruling ;  though  tne  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  that 
"said  depositions  were  sealed  when  delivered  to  said  probate 
judge,  and  bore  no  evidence  of  any  mutilation,  or  having  been 
tampered  with  in  any  way."  The  contestant  objected,  also,  to 
the  answers  above  quoted,  "  because  said  witnesses,  by  their 
said  answere,  merely  express  an  opinion  upon  a  subject-matter, 
or  state  of  facts,  without  anywhere  showing  that  they  had 
any  knowledge  of  the  facts  upon  which  said  opinion  was  ex- 
pressed ;  and  because  neither  the  interrogatory  to  which  said 
answer  was  given,  nor  any  other  interrogatory  propounded  to 
them,  calls  tor  such  an  answer  as  would  show  the  witnesses' 
knowledge  of  the  debts  of  the  estate,  or  the  amount  thereof, 
and  the  amount  and  value  of  the  personal  property  thereof ; 
which  objections  were  overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  evidence 
admitted  ;  to  which  the  contestant  excepted."  The  administra- 
tor himself  was  examined  orally  as  a  witness,  at  the  instance 
of  the  contestant,  and  testified  as  to  the  amount  of  debts  as- 
serted against  the  estate,  and  as  h)  the  value  of  the  different 
parcels  of  land  sought  to  be  sold.  On  all  the  evidence  ad- 
duced, the  court  ordered  a  sale  of  all  the  lands,  as  prayed  in  the 
petition ;  to  Avhich  order  and  decree  the  contestant  duly  ex- 
cepted. 

The  overruling  of  the  demurrer  to  the  petition,  the  several 
rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence,  and  the  final  decree,  are 
now  assigned  as  error. 
5 
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E.  H.  Foster,  for  the  appellant. 

W.  P.  Chitwood,  contra. 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — An  application  to  the  Probate  Court 
for  the  sale  of  lands,  for  the  payment  of  debts  of  a  decedent,  is 
required  to  be  made  by  an  executor  or  administrator.  Its  con- 
tents must  state,  1st,  an  accurate  description  of  the  lands ;  2d, 
the  names  of  the  heirs  or  devisees,  and  their  places  of  resi- 
dence ;  3d,  which  of  these,  if  any,  are  married  ^yomen,  infants, 
or  non  compotes  mentis',  4th,  that  the  estate  of  the  deceased 
owes  debts  to  a  certain  or  an  estimated  amount ;  5th,  that  the 
personal  property  of  the  estate  is  insufficient  in  value  to  pay 
such  debts.  The  two  last  averments  must  be*  proved  by  the 
depositions  of  disinterested  witnesses,  which  are  required  to  be 
filed  of  record ;  and  the  application  must  be  verified  by  oath. 
These  are  substantially  the  requirements  of  the  statute. — Code, 
1876,  §§  2450,  2455.  Where  there  is  a  will,  the  fact  should  be 
so  stated,  and  accompanied  with  the  averment  that  it  confers 
no  power  to  sell  the  lands  for  the  purpose  of  paying  such  debts. 
Code,  §  2447. 

The  purpose  of  all  pleadings  is  to  eliminate  an  issue.  They 
are  required,  therefore,  generally  to  state  facts,  and  not  mere 
legal  inferences,  or  conclusions  of  law. — 2  ferick.  Dig.  330,  §  3. 
It  is  true  that  "  the  strictness  of  the  old  rules  of  pleading  has  been 
greatly  relaxed,  and  courts  of  the  present  day  do  not  lean  to  ob- 
jections which  can  not  affect  the  substantial  justice  of  the  case." 
Stein  V.  Ashhy,  24  Ala.  528.  This  is  peculiarly'  true  under  our 
statutory  system  of  pleading,  so  far  as  concerns  mere  defects  of 
foi'm.  1^0  objections  can  be  allowed  for  such  defects, "  if  facts 
are  so  presented  that  a  material  issue,  in  law  or  fact,  can  be 
taken  by  the  adverse  party  thereon." — Code,  §  2978.  So,  it 
is  provided,  that "  the  plea  must  consist  of  a  succinct  statement  of 
the  facts  relied  on,  in  bar  or  abatement  of  the  suit ;  and  no  ob- 
jection can  be  taken  thereto,  if  the  facts  are  so  stated  that  a 
material  issue  can  be  taken  thereon." — Code,  §  2987.  Of  course, 
all  pleadings  which  conform  substantially  to  the/brm*  prescribed 
by  the  Code,  would  be  sufficient ;  and  there  are  cases  where  the 
averments  of  conclusions,  in  the  nature  of  mixed  questions  of 
law  and  fact,  have  been  sustained  by  analogy. — S.  oa  N.  R.  R. 
€o.  V.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  494,  500. 

The  application  of  the  administrator,  in  the  present  case,  did 
not  come  up  to  these  requirements,  and  was  obnoxious  to  at  least 
one  of  the  objections  urged  in  the  demurrer  of  the  contestant. 
It  is  not  averred  by  the  petitioner  that  there  are  any  debts  due 
by  the  estate,  or  that  they  are  of  a  given  amount.  But,  as 
mere  matters  of  evidence  need  not  be  pleaded,  it  was  unneces- 
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sary  to  describe  the  particular  debts  due.  These  were  matter 
of  proof,  and  not  of  allegation.  So  of  the  personal  assets,  a 
particular  description  of  which  was  not  required.  If  the  peti- 
tion had  stated -that  their  value  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts, 
this  would  have  been  the  averment  of  a  collective  fact  not 
liable  to  objection. 

The  court,  in  our  opinion,  erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer 
to  the  application. 

It  is  further  urged,  that  the  evidence  taken  was  insnificient 
to  authorize  the  decree  of  sale.  In  this  view*  we  concur,  for 
several  reasons.  The  statute  requires,  that  the  "  necessity  of 
the  sale" — or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  the  insufficiency  of  the 
personal  property  for  the  payment  of  the  debts — must  be  proved 
by  depositions  taken  as  in  chancery  cases. — Code,  §§  2455,  2458. 
This  proof  can  be  made  only  by  showing  the  existence  and 
amount  of  valid  debts,  and  that  the  available  personal  property 
or  assets  are  not  of  sufficient  value  to  pay  or  discharge  them. 
This  is  manifest  from  section  2456  of  the  Code,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  court  "  may  direct  the  sale  of  all^  or  such  portions 
of  the  real  estate,  as  may  be  necessai^  to  pay  the  debts.  Such 
an  order  would  be  impracticable,  without  proof  of  the  amount 
of  the  debts,  and  the  deficiency  in  value  of  the  personal  property. 

These  are  important  allegations,  the  burden  of  establishing 
which  rests  on  the  administrator ;  and  if  they  are  successfully 
controverted,  the  application  can  not  be  granted. —  Garrett  v. 
Bruner,  59  Ala.  513.  This  proof  must  be  made  by  the  deposi- 
tions of  disinterested  witnesses,  and  filed  of  record.  The  deposi- 
tions of  the  witnesses,  Gibson  and  Simmons,  contain  no  evidence 
of  any  indebtedness  of  the  decedent.  They  are  otherwise  de- 
fective, also,  in  stating  merely  the  deductions  of  the  deponents, 
without  any  allegation  of  the  facts  within  their  knowledge  from 
which  such  conclusions  are  deducible. 

No  affirmative  evidence  was  required  of  the  fact  that  the 
witnesses  were  disinterested.  Their  competency  nmst  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary ;  the  burden 
of  proof,  in  such  cases,  being  always  on  the  objecting  party,  to 
sustain  his  exception  to  the  competency. — 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  390. 

The  neglect  of  the  commissioner  to  indorse  the  title  of  the 
cause  upon  the  envelope,  as  required  by  the  64th  rule  of  chancery 
practice  (Code,  p.  170 ;  §  4458),  did  not  vitiate  the  admissibility 
of  the  inclosed  depositions  of  the  witnesses.  Such  indorsement 
is  intended  only  as  a  convenient  method  of  identification,  and 
is  directory  merely. 

The  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 
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SuUlTan  V.  Lawler. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Distributees,  against  Administrator  and 
other  Distributees^  for  Account^  Settlement^  and  Distribution. 

1.  When  distributees  may  sue,  without  administration. — As  a  general 
rule,  distributees  or  next  of  kin  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  an  administra- 
tion duly  granted,  maintain  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the  mere  pur- 
poses of  administration,  nor,  in  the  absence  of  special  circumstances,, 
maintain  a  suit  for  the  collection  of  personal  assets  ;  and  although  there 
are  exceptional  cases,  in  which  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  distribution 
directly  to  the  next  of  kin,  without  the  intervention  of  an  administrator, 
when  it  is  clearly  shown  that,  if  one  were  ajjpointed,  his  only  duty  would 
be  distribution ;  yet  such  relief  will  not  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  the 
next  of  kin  of  a  deceased  adult  legatee,  upon  a  mere  general  allegation 
that  there  are  no  outstanding  debts  against  his  estate,  when  such  allega- 
tion is  made  upon  information  and  belief  merely,  and  it  is  not  shown  that 
the  information  was  obtained  from  persons  having  knowledge  of  the 
facts. 

2.  When  distributees  or  administrator  may  or  must  sue. — When  there  is 
an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  legatee,  he  is  the  proper  per- 
son to  sue  for  the  legacy;  consequently,  the  next  of  kin,  or  distributees 
of  his  estate,  can  not  join  in  a  bill  Avith  the  surviving  legatees,  making 
the  administrator  a  defendant. 

3.  When  distributees  may  maintain  suit  against  administrator  and  debt- 
ors, jointly. — The  distributees  of  a  decedent's  estate  can  not  maintain  a 
bill  in  equity  against  the  personal  representative  and  debtors  of  the  es- 
tate jointly,  without  alleging  fraud  and  collusion  between  them,  or  a  re- 
fusal by  the  personal  representative  to  sue  for  and  collect  the  debts. 

Appeal  from  the  Cliancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  18th  February,  1882^ 
by  Rhoda  Sullivan  and  others,  children  and  grandchildren  of 
Benjamin  Lawler,  deceased,  claiming  as  residuary  legatees  un- 
der his  will,  against  Benjamin  F.  Lawler,  who  was  a  son  of 
said  decedent ;  and  prayed  "  that  said  Benjamin  F.  Lawler  be 
required  to  account  to  complainants,  as  residuary  legatees  under 
the  will  of  said  Benjamin  Lawler,  deceased,  for  their  interest 
in  the  said  assets  of  said  Benjamin's  estate  that  went  into  his 
(the  said  Benjamin  F.'s)  hands ;  and  that  said  Benjamin  F.  be 
required  to  produce  all  books,  memoranda,  vouchers,  and  ac- 
counts of  sale  in  his  possession,  relating  to  the  said  assets  that 
went  into  his  hands,  for  inspection ;  and  that  they  be  produced 
on  oath,  in  such  manner  as  this  honorable  court  shall  think  right 
and  proper ;  and  that  said  Benjamin  F.  make  a  full  discovery 
of  all  assets  of  said  estate  that  went  into  his  hands ;  and  orators 
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pray  for  a  reference  to  the  register  of  this  honorable  court,  to 
state  an  account  against  the  said  Benjamin  F.,  charging  him 
witli  all  suinn  he  is  justly  chargeable  with,  and  giving  him 
credit  for  all  sums  to  which  he  is  justly  entitled ;  and  that  what- 
ever sum  may  be  found  due  to  your  orators  may  he  paid  over  to 
them  as  their  share  of  their  said  residuary  interest  in  the  same 
under  the  will  of  said  Benjamin  Lawler,  deceased,  and  to  those 
who  are  children  and  heirs-at-law  of  some  of  said  distributees; 
and  for  such  other  an,d  further  relief  as  to  the  court  may  seem 
meet  and  proper." 

Benjamin  Lawler  died  in  April,  1863;  and  his  last  will  and 
testament,  under  which  the  complainants  claimed  as  residuary 
legatees,  was  duly  admitted  to  probate,  in  said  county  of  Madi- 
son, soon  after  his  death.  Said  will,  a  copy  of  which  was  made 
an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  contained  the  following  (with  other)  pro- 
visions :  "  I  will  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  wife,  lihoda,  all 
my  estate,  real,  personal,  and  mixed,  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life,  with  full  power  to  transact  an}'  and  all  business  that 
she  may  think  proper.  It  is  my  wish  and  desire,  that  my  son 
Benjamin  continue  to  live  upon  the  premises,  and  give  his  at- 
tention to  the  business  and  interest  of  his  mother.  It  is  my 
will  and  desire,  that  my  lands  be  divided  in  the  following  man- 
ner :  .  ,  .  I  will  and  direct,  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  that  all  of 
my  lands  lying  south  of  west  line  running  by  my  gin-house  to 
Flint  river,  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  be 
equally  divided  [among?]  my  daughters.  The  balance  of  my 
estate,  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  I  desire  to  be  sold,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  equallv  divided  between  my  children,  share  and 
share  alike.  ...  1  will  and  bequeath  to  my  grandson,  James 
Wood,  and  my  granddaughter,  Rhoda  Lou  Wood,  an  equal 
share  with  my  daughters."  The  testator's  \Vidow  was  appointed 
the  executrix  of  his  will,  without  bond  or  security;  but  the  bill 
did  not  allege  whether  she  had  ever  qualified  as  executrix,  nor 
whether  she  was  living  or  dead. 

The  testator's  children,  living  at  his  death,  were  these:  Bho- 
da  Sullivan  (a  married  woman,  who  was  one  of  the  complain- 
ants), Eliza  Wilson  (a  married  woman,  one  of  the  complainants), 
Martha  Sanford  (a  married  woman,  one  of  the  complainants), 
Caledonia  Winston,  Jehu  Lawler,  James  H.  Lawler,  John 
Lawler,  Jesse  Lawler,  and  said  Benjamin  F.  Lawler,  the  de- 
fendant. Mrs.  Caledonia  Winston,  it  was  alleo;ed,  died,  intes- 
tate, in  September,  1879,  "without  being  in  debt;"  and  her 
children,  as  her  heirs  and  distributees,  were  joined  as  complain- 
ants in  the  bill.  Jesse  Lawler  died,  intestate,  on  the  18th  Sep- 
tember, 1869,  and  letters  of  administration  on  his  estate  were 
granted  to  said  Jehu  and  John  Lawler;  and  while  his  widow 
and  children  were  joined  as  complainants  in  the  bill,  it  was 
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alleged  that  said  Jelm  and  John  Lawler,  the  administrators, 
claimed  to  be  creditors  of  his  estate,  and  it  was  necessary  that 
a  special  administrator  ad  litem  of  his  estate  should  be  appoint- 
ed by  the  court.  It  was  alleged  that  James  Wood,  the  grand- 
son of  the  testator,  died,  intestate,  on  the  IGth  November,  1881 ;. 
and  his  widow  and  children  were  joined  as  complainants  in  the 
bill.  As  to  the  estates  of  said  James  Wood  and  Mrs.  Caledonia 
Winston,  the  bill  alleged,  "  that  there  are  no  debts  against  the 
said  estates,  as  orators  are  informed  and  believe,  and  upon  such 
information  and  belief  state  the  facts  to  be,  and  no  administra- 
tion on  said  estates  has  been  granted."  On  these  facts  stated 
in  the  bill,  the  complainants  claimed  that  they  represented  and 
were  entitled  to  "six-elevenths  of  said  estate,"  and  that  the  de- 
fendants were  entitled  to  "the  remaining  five-elevenths;"  but 
Benjamin  F.  Lawler  was  the  only  person  who  was  named  as  a 
defendant  to  the  bill. 

As  to  the  assets  of  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  said  Benja- 
min F.  Lawler,  and  the  grounds  on  which  relief  was  sought 
against  him,  the  bill  contained  these  allegations :  "  Orators  show 
that  said  Benjamin  Lawler  left  a  large  amount  of  property  on 
hand  at  his  death,  including  a  large  number  of  bales  of  cotton, 
averaging  from  475  to  500  pounds  each ;  and  that  said  Benja- 
min F.  Lawler,  one  of  the  defendants  hereto,  some  time  previ- 
ous to  the  death  of  his  father,  cultivated  jointly  with  his  father 
a  large  portion  of  the  father's  plantation,  under  contract  that 
he,  said  Benjamin  F.,  was  to  have  one-fourth  of  the  crops  for 
his  services  in  superintending  the  business,  and  in  consideration 
of  his  labor  and  stock  furnished  by  him ;  and  that  lie  was  on 
the  plantation  superintending  its  cultivation  on  these  terms,  at 
his  father's  death,  and  so  continued  during  said  year  1863;  and 
that  a  large  quantity  of  cotton,  corn,  &c.,  w^ere  produced  on. 
said  place  during  said  year  1863.  Orators  charge  that  said 
Benjamin  F.  Lawler  took  possession  of  said  cotton,  corn,  and 
other  property  on  said  place,  which  was  the  property  of  said 
Benjamin  on  hand  at  his  death,  and  took  possession  of  said 
property,  corn,  cotton,  &c.,  produced  on  said  place  during  the 
year  1863 ;  and  orators  charge  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  discov- 
ery from  said  Benjamin  F.  of -^said  assets  that  went  into  his 
hands,  and  that  this  discovery  is  indispensable  to  the  ends  of 
justice;  that  orators  have  not  a  full,  adequate,  and  complete 
remedy  at  law,  for  this  purpose.  Orators  charge,  that  they  are 
informed  and  believe,  and  upon  such  information  and  belief 
charge  the  facts  to  be,  that  said  defendant  has  in  his  possession 
a  book  or  books,  memorandum  or  memoranda,  or  an  account  or 
accounts  of  sales  of  the  assets  of  said  estate  of  said  Benjamin 
Lawler,  deceased,  vouchers  for  moneys  pretended  to  have  been 
received,  for  debts  pretended  to  been  paid  out  on  account  of 
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said  estate,  none  of  which  can  be  more  particularly  designated 
for  want  of  more  definite  information  on  the  snbject ;  and  that 
a  production  of  said  book  or  books,  memorandum  or  memoran- 
da, account  or  accounts  of  sales  of  the  said  assets,  is  necessary." 
The  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  on  motion,  for  want  of 
equity ;  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Brandon  &  Jones,  for  appellants. 

Cabaniss  &  Wabd,  -contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — "While  adhering  to  the  general  rule, 
that  next  of  kin,  or  distributees,  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  an 
administration  duly  granted,  maintain  suits  at  law  or  in  equity 
for  the  mere  purposes  of  distribution,  nor,  in  the  absence  of 
special  circumstances,  maintain  suits  for  the  collection  of  per- 
sonal assets ;  yet,  in  exceptional  cases,  when  it  is  clearly  and  af- 
firmatively shown  that,  if  there  was  an  administration,  the  only 
duty  attaching  to  it  would  be  distribution,  courts  of  equity  in 
this  State  have  been  accustomed  to  dispense  with  the  adminis- 
tration, entertain  suits  by  next  of  kin,  and  decree  distribution 
directly  to  them. — FretweU  v.  McLemore^  52  Ala.  124. 

Within  this  exception  it  is  insisted  that  the  present  bill  is 
brought,  in  which  the  next  of  kin  of  deceased  legatees  join  with 
the  surviving  legatees,  praying  a  settlement  of  tlie  testator's  es- 
tate, and  distribution  to  them  directly.  The  deceased  legatees 
were  all  probably  adults — three  of  them  certainly  were ;  and 
upon  information  and  belief  it  is  averred,  that  upon  the  estates 
01  three  no  administration  had  been  taken,  and  that  no  debts 
exist  against  them.  The  other  deceased  legatee  has  personal 
representatives,  who  are  made  defendants^  and  there  are  debts 
existing  against  him.  The  allegation  that  there  is  no  adminis- 
tration, and  no  debts  as  to  three  of  the  deceased  legatees,  is 
very  general,  and  is  made  expressly,  not  upon  knowledge  of 
tiie  facts,  but  upon  information  and  belief,  without  any  indica- 
tion that  the  information  was  obtained  from  pereons  having 
knowledge,  or  the  means  of  acquiring  knowlege  of  the  facts. 
It  would  be  hazardous  for  a  court  of  equity  to  depart  from  its 
general  rules,  upon  an  allegatioh  so  general  and  unsatisfactory, 
and  render  a  decree  which  the  parties  affected  by  it  can  not 
safely  obey,  and  which,  so  far  from  quieting,  may  become  the 
fruitful  source  of  future  litigation.  For,  if  an  administrator 
should  be  appointed  subse(juently,  he  would  not  be  bound  by 
the  decree,  and  it  would  not  protect  the  parties  against  whom 
it  is  rendered,  so  far  as  the  claims  he  could  riglitfully  assert 
would  be  concerned. — Gardner  v.  Gantt^  19  Ala.  666. 

But  there  is  yet  another  fatal  defect  in  parties  to  the  bill. 
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There  is  an  administration  of  the  estate  of  Jesse  Lawler,  a  de- 
ceased legatee,  whose  next  of  kin  are  joined  as  complainants, 
while  the  administrators  are  made  defendants.  It  is  obvious, 
the  administrators  only  can  sue  for  and  recover  the  legacy  of 
their  intestate.  As  well  could  the  next  of  kin  maintain  a  suit 
for  the  recovery  of  a  debt  due  the  intestate,  wresting  it  from 
the  due  course  of  administration,  as  to  maintain  the  present 
suit. 

The  bill  also  seeks  the  recovery  of  debts  due  the  testator, 
without  the  averment  of  fraud  or  collusion  between  the  debtor 
and  his  personal  representatives.  The  debtors  of  a  decedent 
can  not  properly  be  made  parties  to  a  bill  against  the  personal 
representatives,  by  creditors  or  legatees,  unless  it  be  averred 
that  there  is  collusion  between  them  and  the  personal  repre- 
sentative, or  that  he  refuses  to  collect  the  debts. — Story's  Eq. 
PI.  §  178.     There  is  no  such  averment  found  in  the  bill. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  demurrers,  so  far  as  sustained  by  the 
chancellor,  were  well  taken ;  and  the  decree  must  be  affirmed. 


Sullivan  v.  Law  ler. 

£iU  in  Equity  hy  Distributees^  against  Administrators  and 
other  Distributees^  for  Account  and  Settlement  of  Estate. 

1.  Suits  by  administrator  or  distributees;  ivho  may  sue. — The  title  to  the 
personal  effects  of  a  decedent,  and  the  right  to  maintain  personal  actions, 
are  devolved  by  law  on  the  personal  representative  ;  and  the  general  rule 
is,  that  he  alone  is  authorized  to  demand,  receive,  collect,  disburse  and 
distribute  the  personal  assets  and  claims  of  the  estate ;  and  while  there 
are  recognized  exceptions  to  this  rule,  in  which  administration  may  be 
dispensed  with,  and  other  cases  in  which,  the  personal  representative 
being  estopped,  or  under  disability  to  sue,  a  court  of  equity  will  lend  its 
aid  for  the  discovery  and  utilization  of  assets,  a  bill  by  distributees  must 
aver  the  facts  necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  one  of  those  exceptions. 

2.  Discovery;  when  bill  lies  for. — A  bill  for  discovery  alone  must  not 
only  aver  the  facts  as  to  which  a  discovery  is  sought,  and  that  those  facts 
are  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  but  must  also  allege  that  they 
can  not  be  proved  without  his  answer;  and  this  allegation,  if  denied, 
must  be  proved. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  N.  S.  Geaham. 

Brandon  &  Jones,  for  appellants. 

Cabaxiss  &  "Ward,  contra. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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STONE,  J.— In  October,  1878,  Rhoda  Lawler  died,  intes- 
tate ;  and  in  November,  of  the  same  year,  Jehu  and  James  H. 
Lawler,  two  of  her  sons,  were  appointed  administrators  of  her 
estate.  In  February,  1882,  tliis  bill  was  filed ;  to  which  the 
chancellor  sustained  a  demurrer,  at  the  July  term  of  the  court, 
and  dismissed  the  bill.  No  amendment  was  offered  in  the 
court  below.  The  conjplainants  in  the  court  below  prosecute 
this  appeal,  and  assign  as  error  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  dis- 
missing the  bill. 

Mrs.  Lawler,  intestate,  left  many  descendants — some  of  them 
surviving  children,  and  others  descendants  of  deceased  children. 
There  are  eleven  full  shares  into  which  Mrs.  Lawler's  estate  is 
to  be  divided,  and  some  of  those  shares  are  to  be  subdivided  in- 
to many  sul>shares.  The  claimants  and  sub-claimants  of  six  of 
the  eleven  shares  are  made  complainants,  and  the  claimants  of 
the  remaining  five  shares  are  made  defendants.  Among  the 
latter  are  the  two  administrators,  Jehu  and  James  II.  Lawler. 
Benjamin  F.  Lawler,  another  son  of  intestate,  is  also  made  a 
defendant.  The  object  of  the  bill  is  to  remove  the  administra- 
tion into  the  Chancery  Court,  and  to  compel  Bejamin  F.  Law- 
ler to  account,  either  to  the  administratore,  or  to  the  distribu- 
tees, for  an  alleged  indebtedness  from  him  to  intestate's  estate. 
The  bill  is  indefinite  as  to  the  amount  of  that  indebtedness.  It 
is  not  alleged  in  the  bill  that  the  administration  is  ready  for  set- 
tlement, nor,  indeed,  is  it  shown  that  any  assets  have  ever  come 
to  the  hands  of  the  administrators;  nor  is  there  any  averment  as 
to  whether  the  intestate  owed  any  debts,  or  not.  So  far  as  the 
bill  informs  us,  the  alleged  indebtedness  froni  Benjamin  F'.  con- 
stitutes the  entire  estate.  There  is  no  averment  in  the  bill,  that 
the  administrators  refnse,  or  are  unwilling,  to  enforce  the  col- 
lection of  the  alleged  indebtedness  from  Benjamin  F.,  or  that 
there  is  any  impediment  in  the  way  of  their  doing  so.  No  com- 
bination, or  collusion,  between  said  Benjamin  F.  and  the  ad- 
ministrators, is  charged  in  the  bill. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  the  personal  representative  is  alone 
authorized  to  demand,  receive,  collect  together,  and  disburse 
and  distribute  the  personal  assets  and  effects  of  an  intestate. 
The  title  to  the  personal  effects,  and  the  right  to  maintain  ac- 
tions personal,  the  law  devolves  on  the  personal  representative. 
1  Brick.  Diff.  932,  §  201,  et  neq.  True,  there  are  exceptional 
cases,  in  whidi  administration  may  be  dispensed  with ;  and  oth- 
ers in  which  chancery  will  lend  its  aid  for  the  discovery  and 
utilization  of  assets,  where  the  personal  representative  is  under 
disability  to  sue.— 1  Brick.  Dig.  959,  ^  632;  Ih.  935,  ^  302; 
Ih.  649,  §§  136,  146;  Ih.  651,  jj  171 ;  Lehman  v.  Meyei\  67  Ala. 
396.  But,  to  be  sufficient,  the  bill  must  aver  facts  which  bring 
the  case  within  the  exception.      The  present  bill  avers  no  facts 


74  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Sullivan  v.  Lawler.] 

which  take  this  case  witliout  the  operation  of  the  general  rule, 
and,  from  all  that  is  shown,  the  administrators  have  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  bring  Benjamin  F.  Lawler  to  a  settlement. 

I^or  can  the  present  bill  be  maintained  as  one  for  discovery, 
if  it  were  otherwise  sufficient.  To  maintain  a  bill  on  that  ground 
alone,  there  must  not  only  be  an  averment  that  the  facts  sought 
to  be  discovered  exist,  and  are  within  the  knowledge  of  defend- 
ant ;  but  the  bill  must  go  farther,  and  allege,  and,  if  the  allega- 
tion is  denied,  there  must  be  proof,  that  the  alleged  facts  can 
not  be  proved  without  the  defendant's  answer, — 1  Brick.  Dig. 
715,  §  1067. 

Affirmed. 


SulliT  an  i?.  La^vler. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Distributees,  against  Debtor  of  Estate,  for 
Discovery  and  Account. 

1.  Discover n ;  when  bill  lies  for. — A  bill  for  discovery  alone  must 
allege  that  the  complainant  can  not  make  proof  of  the  facts,  as  to  which 
a  discovery  is  sought,  in  any  other  way  than  by  the  defendant's  answer. 

2.  When  distributees  may  sue,  without  administration. — The  general 
rule  is,  that  distributees,  or  next  of  kin,  can  not  maintain  a  suit  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  distribution,  until  letters  of  administration  have  been 
granted  on  the  estate  of  the  decedent ;  and  this  rule  must  prevail,  unless 
facts  are  affirmativelj'  shown  which  bring  the  particular  case  within  the 
recognized  exception  dispensing  with  an  administration  when  it  would 
be  a  useless  ceremony. 

3.  Same. — Where  the  testator  devised  to  his  widow  a  life-estate  in  all 
his  property,  and  directed  "  the  balance  "  of  the  estate  at  her  death  "  to 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  equally  divided  among  his  children, 
making  his  widow  executrix ;  administration  on  his  estate,  after  the 
death  of  the  widow,  is  necessary,  before  the  remainder-men  can  main- 
tain a  suit  in  their  own  names. 

4.  Conversion  of  crops  between  tenants  in  common. — A  tenant  in  com- 
mon of  crops,  selling  the  entire  property  in  them,  is  guilty  of  a  conver- 
sion, for  which  the  other  tenant  (or  his  personal  representative,  in  the 
event  of  his  death)  may  maintain  an  action  of  trover. 

5.  Limitation  of  action  for  conversion,  or  suit  in  chancery  on  same 
demand. — The  statutory  limitation  of  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
crops,  brought  by  the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  tenant 
against  the  surviving  tenant  in  common,  is  six  years  (Code,  §  3226) ;  and 
a  bill  in  equity  by  the  distributees  of  the  decedent's  estate,  filed  nineteen 
years  after  the  alleged  conversion,  can  not  be  maintained,  unless  it  avers 
facts  which  negative  the  bar  of  the  statute  at  law. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  N,  S.  Gkaham. 
Vql.  lxxii. 
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Brandon  &  Jones,  for  appellants. 

Cabaniss  &  Wakd,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  bill  is  tiled  by  the  distributees  of 
the  estate  of  Benjamin  Lawler,  deceased,  who  died  in  the  year 
1863,  leaving  a  will.  The  testator  devised  to  his  wife,  Rhoda, 
a  life-estate  in  all  his  property  of  every  description,  real,  per- 
sonal, and  mixed.  After  making  a  devise  of  certain  specific 
property,  the  will  contained  the  following  item :  "  The  balance 
of  my  estate,  at  the  death  of  my  wife,  I  desire  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  children,  share 
and  share  alike."  The  purpose  of  the  bill  is,  to  hold  the  de- 
fendant, Benjamin  F.  Lawler,  a  son  of  the  testator,  to  an  ac- 
count for  certain  personal  property,  alleged  to  have  gone  into 
his  possession  in  the  year  1863.  It  consisted  of  cotton  and 
corn,  raised  on  testator's  lands  during  that  year,  under  an 
agreement  wliich  seems  to  have  constituted  the  defendant  and 
the  testator,  who  farmed  together,  tenants  in  common  of  these 
products.  This  suit  was  commenced  in  February,  1882 ;  and, 
a  demurrer  being  interposed,  the  bill  was  dismissed  by  the 
chancellor,  for  want  of  equity.  There  was  no  allegation  of 
the  death  of  the  widow ;  but  the  chancellor,  in  rendering  the 
decree,  considers  an  amendment  as  having  been  made,  setting 
up  this  averment,  in  accordance  with  a  suggestion  of  com- 
plainant's counsel  made  during  the  argument  at  bar.  It  may 
be  further  added,  that  the  bill  also  prays  for  discovery. 

The  bill,  in  our  opinion,  was  fatally  defective:  and  the  chan- 
cellor did  not  err  in  decreeing  its  dismissal.  It  can  derive  no 
aid  in  the  aspect  of  the  prayer  for  a  discovery  of  assets.  Such 
a  bill  can  never  be  maintained,  unless  it  alleges  that  the  com- 
plainant is  unable  to  make  proof  of  the  facts  sought  to  be  dis- 
covered, in  any  other  way  than  by  the  defendant's  answer. 
There  is  no  such  averment  in  the  present  bill. —  Crothers  v.  Lee, 
29  Ala.  337;  Perrine  v.  Carlisle,  19  Ala.  CtS6. 

The  general  rule  has  always  obtained  in  this  State,  that  dis- 
tributees, or  next  of  kin,  can  maintain  no  suit  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  enforcing  distribution,  until  letters  of  administration 
have  been  granted  upon  the  estate  of  the  decedent.  Until  this 
step  has  been  taken,  as  was  said  in  Gardner  v.  Gantt,  19  Ala. 
668,  "the  legal  title  can  not  be  brought  before  the  court,  and 
therefore  it  can  not  be  bound  by  the  decree ;  nor  can  the  court 
see  that  the  trusts  have  been  executed."  The  exception  to  this 
general  rule  is,  that  a  court  of  equity  possesses  the  ]X)wer  to 
dispense  with  the  necessity  of  an  administration  on  proper  aver- 
ments being  made  in  the  bill,  accompanied  by  proof,  that  such 
administration   would,  if   granted,  be  "a  useless  ceremony." 
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Plunkett  V.  Kellij,  22  Ala.  655.  The  onus  of  alleging  and 
proving  this  state  of  facts  clearly  rests  upon  the  complainant 
in  every  suit.  Unless  the  allegations  of  the  bill  affirmatively 
show  the  given  case  to  fall  within  the  exception^  it  must  be  held 
to  be  governed  by  the  general  rule. — Fretwell  v.  McLemore^ 
52  Ala.  124,  133 ;    Wright  v-  Lang,  m  Ala.  389,  397. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  present  case  is  not  brought 
within  the  exception  to  the  general  rule.  The  language  of  the 
will  contemplates  an  administration  with  the  w^ill  annexed,  after 
the  death  of  the  widow,  who  was  appointed  the  testator's  execu- 
trix. The  testamentary  direction  is,  that  when  her  life-estate 
shall  have  expired,  the  remainder  should  be  sold,  and  the  j!>ro- 
ceeds  of  sale  distributed  to  those  entitled.  This  is  a  duty  in 
the  nature  of  an  executory  trust,  devolved  upon  the  adminis- 
trator cum  testaniento  annexo. — Mitchell  v.  Spence,  62  Ala.  450 ; 
Perkins  v.  Lewis,  41  Ala.  649.  The  testator  had  a  right  to 
designate  the  manner  in  which  his  bounty  should  be  distributed, 
this  right  attaching  as  a  necessary  element  to  the  ownership 
and  ;i/.§  disponendi  of  his  property.  Administration,  then,  can 
not  be  said  to  be  a  useless  ceremony,  but  would  rather  seem  to 
be  necessary  in  order  to  carry  out  this  trust  created  by  the  will, 
which  may  have  been  wisely  intended  to  prevent  disputes  and 
litigation  among  the  numerous  distributees  claiming  an  interest. 

We  need  notice  but  one  other  defect  in  the  case  made  by  the 
bill.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the  widow  failed  to  qualify  as 
executrix,  or  that  there  is  no  administration  on  the  estate,  and 
that  the  defendant  has  failed  to  account  to  such  personal  repre- 
sentative of  the  deceased.  The  defendant,  according  to  the 
facts  stated,  was  a  mere  tenant  in  common  w^ith  the  testator, 
owning  an  undivided  fourth  interest  in  the  crops  alleged  to 
have  been  converted.  It  is  the  settled  doctrine  in  this  State, 
that  if  one  tenant  in  common  of  a  chattel  sell  the  entire  prop- 
erty, it  is  a  conversion  for  which  he  would  be  liable  in  trover 
to  his  co-tenant,  or  to  his  personal  representative. — Smyth 
V.  Taiikersley,  20  Ala.  212 ;  I^erminter  v.  Kelly,  18  Ala.  716. 
Such  an  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  six 
years.— Code,  1876,  §  3226.  The  present  conversion  is  alleged 
to  have  taken  place  in  the  year  1863, — or  about  nineteen  years 
before  the  bill  was  tiled.  When  the  life-tenant  died  is  not 
shown,  nor  can  we  be  presumed  to  know.  N^or  is  it  alleged 
that  the  decedent  died  free  of  debt,  or  that  his  debts  have  been 
paid,  unless  this  fact  can  be  inferred,  by  a  lapse  of  time  less 
than  twenty  years,  which  is  questionable. — Jones  v.  Brevard, 
59  Ala.  499 ;  Baines  v.  Barnes,  64  Ala.  375 ;  Goodwyn 
V.  Baldwin,  59  Ala.  127.  It  may  be  that  there  has  been  such 
administration,  or  that  the  widow^  qualified  as  executrix,  which 
she  was  authorized  to  do  without  bond,  and  that  as  much  as  six 
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years  afterwards  elapsed,  so  as  to  have  barred  the  action  for 
conversion.  This  contingency  sliould  have  Ijeen  negatived  by 
the  complainants'  bill;  and  in  failing  to  do  so  by  aftinnative 
averments,  it  was  wanting  in  equity. 

These  grounds  are  sufficient  to  authorize  the  decree  of  dis- 
missal, to  say  nothing  of  the  other  grounds  of  demurrer, 
which  we  do  not  consider. 

Affirmed. 


Storall  V.  Fo^vler. 

Action  for  Statutory  Penalty  for  Cutting  Trees. 

1.  Tax-»ale;  deed  to  purchaser,  as  color  of  title. — When  lands  are  sold 
for  unpaid  taxes,  the  deed  to  the  purchaser,  thougli  it  may  be  invalid 
as  a  conveyance  of  the  title,  is  color  of  title,  when  possession  has  been 
taken  and  held  under  it ;  and  is  admissible  as  evidence  for  the  grantee, 
or  one  holding  under  him,  to  show  the  extent  of  the  possession  accord- 
ing to  the  boundaries  therein  descril^ed. 

2.  General  exceptions  to  charges  given  or  refused. — A  general  exception 
to  several  charges  given  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  of  them  is  er- 
roneous ;  and  in  like  manner,  a  general  exception  to  the  refusal  of  sev- 
eral charges  asked  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  one  of  them  embod- 
ies a  correct  legal  proposition  applicable  to  the  eWdence. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Kichard  F.  Fowler,  against  Will- 
iam II.  Stovall,  and  was  commenced  before  a  justicfe  of  the 
peace,  on  the  24th  March,  1880.  Being  removed  by  appeal  in- 
to the  Circuit  Court,  the  plaintiff  there  filed  a  complaint,  claim- 
ing twenty  dollars  "  as  damages  for  cutting  down  two  poplar 
trees  by  defendant,  on  land  not  his  own,  willfully  and  Know- 
ingly, without  the  consent  of  plaintiff,  who  was  the  owner  of 
said  land  and  trees;''  and  the  same  amount  for  "taking  away 
two  poplar  trees,  from  land  not  his  own,"  tfcc.  The  defendant 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  issue  was  joined  on  that  plea.  On  the 
trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  states,  it  appeared  that  plaintiff 
claimed  the  land,  a  tract  containing  eighty  acres,  on  which  the 
trees  were  cut,  under  a  (juit-claim  deed  from  his  brother,  Rich- 
ard O.  F'owler,  which  was  dated  Sth  November,  1878,  and  re- 
cited the  payment  of  $80  as  its  consideration ;  and  this  deed 
was  admitted  in  evidence  without  objection.  Said  Richard  O. 
Fowler  testified,  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  land  was 
not  suitable  for  cultivation,  and  never  had  been  cultivated,  be- 
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ing  situated  on  a  mountain ;  that  it  was  entered  about  the  year 
1842,  by  a  person  whose  name  was  not  stated,  and  who  aban- 
doned it  soon  -afterwards  on  discovering  a  mistake  in  the  location 
of  his  entry ;  that  the  land  then  remained  unoccupied,  and  not 
claimed  by  any  one,  until  in  May,  1867,  when  it  was  sold  for 
the  unpaid  taxes. of  the  year  1866,  assessed  against  "owner  un- 
known," and  was  bought  by  him  at  the  sale ;  and  he  produced  the 
deed  of  the  probate  judge  to  him,  as  the  purchaser  at  the  sale, 
dated  April  6th,1874.  He  further  testified,  that  he  held  possession 
of  the  land,  claiming  it  as  his  own,  and  paying  the  taxes  on  it  each 
year,  from  the  time  of  his  purchase  at  the  tax-sale,  until  he  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  admission 
of  the  deed  as  evidence,  "because  it  is  void  on  its  face,  in  that  it 
fails  to  show  that  said  lands  were  assessed,  the  amount  of  taxes 
due  and  costs,  or  that  any  notice  of  assessment  was  given,  or 
any  publication  of  sale  made."  The  court  refused  to  admit  the 
deed  "  as  evidence  of  title,  but  permitted  it  to  be  read  in  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  extent  and  character  of 
the  witness'  possession,  and  as  color  of  title ; "  to  which  ruling, 
in  admitting  the  deed  as  evidence  for  the  purpose  stated,  the 
defendant  excepted.  On  all  the  evidence  adduced,  the  court 
gave  three  charges  in  writing,  requested  by  the  plaintiff,  "  to 
the  giving  of  which,"  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  "  the  de- 
fendant duly  objected  and  excepted ; "  and  refused  five  charges 
in  writing  requested  by  the  defendant,  "  and  to  such  refusal  the 
defendant  duly  objected  and  excepted."  It  is  unnecessary  to 
set  out  any  of  these  charges,  as  the  court  does  not  determine  the 
correctness  of  the  legal  principles  therein  asserted.  All  the 
rulings  to  which  exceptions  were  reserved  are  now  assigned  as 
error. 

Paul  L.  Jones,  and  E,.  C.  Hunt,  for  appellant. 

Robinson  &  Bkown,  contra. 

BEICKELL,  C.  J.— The  validity  of  the  title  derived  from 
the  sale  for  the  payment  of  taxes  is  not,  in  this  case,  a  material 
inquiry.  The  conveyance  abtained  under  it  was  admissible  as 
color  of  title,  and  to  show  the  extent  of  the  possession  which 
had  been  taken  and  held  by  the  purchaser  and  his  vendee. 
When  there  is  an  entry  upon  lands  under  color  of  title,  by  deed 
or  other  instrument  in  writing,  and  a  continuous  occupancy,  in 
legal  contemplation,  there  is  "  actual  possession  to  the  extent  of 
the  boundaries  contained  in  the  writing ;  and  this,  though  the 
title  conveyed  is  good  for  nothing." — 2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases 
(5  Am.  Ed.),  563 ;  Allen  v.  Kellam,  69  Ala.  442. 

2.     The  exceptions  to  the  instructions  given,  and  to  the  in- 
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stractions  refused,  are  too  general  to  avail  the  appellant,  nnlese 
it  could  be  asserted  there  is  error  in  all  the  instructions  given, 
and  that  all  requested  embody  correct  legal  propositions  ap- 
plicable to  the  evidence. — EUiott  v.  Stocks,  67  Ala.  336;  Cohen 
V.  The  State,  50  Ala.  108.  Without  entering  upon  a  discussion 
of  the  instructions,  it  is  apparent  this  can  not  be  asserted  in 
reference  to  them. 

Let  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 


Moon's  Adm'r  v.  Cro>vder. 

£ill  in  Equity  hy  Purchaser,  for  Specific  Performance  of 
Contract  for  Sale  of  Land,  and  for  Partition. 

1.  Purchase  pendente  lite. — A  purchaser  of  land  from  a  party  to  a  pend- 
ing suit,  in  which  the  title  or  an  interest  therein  is  involved,  is  concluded 
by  the  decree  afterwards  rendered,  to  the  same  extent  that  his  vendor  is 
concluded. 

2.  Conclusiveness  of  decree  in  cfuincery. — When  the  complainant  volun- 
tarily dismisses  his  bill,  the  decree  dismissing  it  "  is  very  like  a  volun- 
tary nonsuit  at  law,  which  does  not  bar  a  second  suit ;  "  but,  where  the 
decree  recites  that  the  cause  "  again  came  on  to  be  heard,  on  the  papers 
formerly  read,  and  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  with  the  exhibits  filed 
with  said  answer,  and  with  general  replication  to  said  answer,  and  upon 
tlie  reiwrt  of  the  master  commissioner,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  decre- 
tal order  of  the  last  term,  and  was  argued  by  counsel;"  and  then  pro- 
ceeds, "  on  consideration  whereof,  and  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
court  doth  adjudge,  order  and  decree,  that  the  bill  of  plaintiff  be  dis- 
missed, and  that  he  pay  to  the  defendant  his  costs  in  this  behalf  expend- 
ed, but  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  barred  or  precluded  by  this  decree  from 
asserting  or  recovering,  in  any  proper  suit,  any  balance  which  may  be 
found  due  him  by  the  plaintiff,  as  set  out  and  asserted  in  the  answer  of 
said  defendant,  growing  out  of  the  account  asked  for  in  said  bill ;  "  this, 
it  seems,  is  not  a  voluntary  dismissal  by  plaintiff,  but  rather  only  shows 
that  he  moved  for  a  decree  in  the  cause. 

3.  Proof  of  handwriting  by  comparison. — When  the  genuineness  of  a 
writing  or  signature  is  disputed,  extraneous  writings,  though  admitted 
to  be  genuine,  can  not  be  presented  to  the  court  or  jur>',  nor  shown  to  a 
witness,  that  he  may  institute  a  comparison  between  them  and  the  dis- 
puted one. 

4.  Same. — A  person  who  has  seen  another  write,  or  who  knows  his 
handwriting,  may  express  his  opinion  as  to  the  genuineness  of  a  dis- 
puted signature,  though  he  be  not  an  expert ;  and  experts  may  go  further 
— may  institute  comparisons  between  the  disputed  writing  arid  those  ad- 
mitted to  be  genuine,  and  give  their  opinion  whether  both  were  written 
by  the  same  person,  or  whether  a  particular  writing  or  signature  is  gen- 
uine or  forgea. 

5.  Waiver  of  objections  to  illegal  evidence. — "  Parties  may  try  their  con- 
troversies on  illegal  evidence,  if  they  choose  to  do  so ; "  and  if  they  do  not 
object  to  illegal  evidence  when  offered,  the  court  may  properly  consider 
it. 
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6.  Impeaching  and  sustaining  witness. — When  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 
ness has  not  been  impeached,  evidence  should  not  be  received  to  sustain 
his  credibility. 

7.  Revision  of  chancellor's  decision  on  facts. — This  court  will  not  reverse 
the  chancellor's  decision  on  a  question  of  fact,  unless  clearly  convinced 
that  he  erred  ;  and  this  general  rule  applies  in  this  particular  case  with 
greater  force  than  usual,  since  the  chancellor  had  before  him  the  original 
writing,  the  genuineness  of  which  was  in  issue,  and  other  writings  ad- 
mitted to  be  genuine,  none  of  which  are  before  this  court. 

8.  Specific  performance  of  contract. — A  court  of  equity  will  not  speci- 
fically execute  every  contract  into  which  parties  may  lawfully  enter ;  nor 
does  it  necessarily  follow  that  a  specific  performance  will  be  decreed,  be- 
cause a  rescission  has  been  refused  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  in  a 
former  suit  between  the  parties,  and  that  decree  is  binding  as  res  adjudi- 
cata.  It  is  always  a  matter  within  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  court, 
whether  to  grant  or  refuse  a  specific  performance ;  and  it  may  and  should 
be  refused,  unless  the  contract  is  not  only  legally  binding,  but  also  fair, 
just,  and  reasonable  in  all  its  parts;  in  other  words,  th^e  must  be  "  a 
valuable  consideration,  particularity,  certainty,  mutuality,  and  a  neces- 
sity for  performance." 

9.  Same. — A  specific  performance  is  refused  in  this  case,  because  the 
evidence  is  held  insufficient  to  show  that  the  contract  was  supported  by 
an  adequate  consideration,  and  was  fair  and  just  in  all  its  parts. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Henry  C.  Speake. 
The  original  bill  in  this  case  vt^as  filed  on  the  15th  January, 
1874,  by  John  S.  Moon,  a  resident  citizen  of  the  State  of  Yir- 

finia,  ao-ainst  Zacliariah  R.  Lewis,  also  a  citizen  of  Virginia, 
ohn  M.  Crowder  and  Wilham  P.  ISTewman,  W'ho  resided  in 
Madison  county,  Alabama,  and  several  other  persons ;  and 
sought,  principally,  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  a 
copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  and  which  was 
in  these  w-ords : 

"  Being  indebted  to  John  S.  Moon,  for  various  professional 
and  other  services  in  connection  with  the  estates  of  Daniel  P. 
Lewis,  deceased,  Nicholas  P.  Lewis,  deceased,  Zachariah  Lewds, 
deceased,  and  Howell  Lewis,  deceased,  w^e  agree  that  said  John 
S.  Moon  shall,  in  consideration  thereof,  be  entitled  to  one-half 
of  our  tract  of  land  situated  in  Madison  and  Morgan  counties, 
in  the  State  of  Alabama,  and  one-half  of  the  property  thereon ; 
which  estate  and  property,  we,  the  undersigned,  John  O.  Lewis 
and  Zachariah  R.  Lewis,  have  heretofore  been  working  in  part- 
nership ;  and  we  bind  ourselves  to  make  to  the  said  John  S. 
Moon  a  good  title  to  one  itndivided  half  of  said  real  and  per- 
sonal pi'operty.  The  estate  herein  sold  was  formerly  the  prop- 
erty of  Nicholas  Lewis,  deceased,  and  came  to  us  through  our 
father  and  D.  P.  Lewis,  deceased.  This  sale  of  our  property  is 
not  to  interfere  with  our  contract  wuth  George  T.  Thomas  for 
the  cultivation  of  said  land,  or  a  part  thereof ;  but  said  John  S. 
Moon  is  to  be  entitled  to  one-half  of  \vhat  may  be  made  under 
our  contract  with  said  Thomas.     The  fulfillment  of  this  con- 
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tract  on  our  part  is  to  be  a  full  satisfaction  to  said  Moon  of  all 
his  claims  against  us  jointly.  Signed  by  us  this  10th  day  of 
December,  186S." 

«J.  O.&Z.  R.  Lewis, 

by  Z.  R.  Lewis." 

Under  this  contract,  the  complainant  was  put  in  possession  of 
the  lands  and  other  property,  jointly  with  his  vendors ;  and  they 
cultivated  the  lands  during  the  year  1869,  having  one  Sweeney 
in  possession  as  manager  and  agent.  John  O.  Lewis  having  l)e- 
come  a  bankrupt  soon  after  the  date  of  said  contract,  the  com- 
plainant l>ecame  the  purchaser  of  his  interest  in  the  lands  and 
property  at  a  sale  made  by  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy.  In 
February,  1873,  Z.  R.  T^wis  sold  and  conveyed  to  said  Crowder 
and  Xewmai},  in  consideration  of  $2,500  by  them  paid,  all  of 
his  interest  in  said  land  and  property ;  and  Newman  sold  and 
transferred  his  interest  to  Crowder  pending  this  suit.  The  bill 
sought,  also,  a  partition  of  the  lands,  the  complainant  claiming 
a  three-fourths  interest,  and  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits 
and  sales  of  personal  property ;  and  the  said  George  T.  Thomas, 
mentioned  in  the  contract  sought  to  be  enforced,  was  made  a 
defendant,  as  being  interested  in  the  account,  together  with  the 
assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  said  John  O.  Lewis. 

An  answer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Z.  R.  I>«wis,  in  which  he 
denied  the  execution  and  validity  of  the  contract  sought  to  be 
enforced ;  alleging  that,  if  he  signed  it  (which  he  denied),  it  was 
procured  by  false  representations  on  the  part  of  said  Moon  as 
to  its  contents,  and  when  he  was  incapacitated  by  dmnkenness 
from  understanding  its  provisions.  A  similar  answer  was  filed 
l;)y  Crowder  and  Newman;  and  they  asked  that  their  answer 
might  be  taken  as  a  cross-bill,  seeking  to  charge  said  Moon  with 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  which  he  had  received, 
over  and  above  his  interest  acquired  by  the  purchase  at  the 
bankrupt  sale.  In  replv  to  the  defenses  and  claims  set  np  in 
the  answers  and  cross-bill,  the  complainant  relied  on  a  decree 
rendered  in  a  suit  in  Virginia  growing  out  of  the  same  matters, 
which  he  pleaded  as  /•<?«  adj udicatu.  The  matenal  facts  relat- 
ing to  this  suit  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  ren- 
dered the  following  decree :  "It  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed by  the  court,  that  the  plea  of  res  adjudieata^  interposed 
by  said  Moon  to  the  cross-bill  of  Crowder  and  Newman,  be, 
and  the  same  is  hereby  sustained.  It  further  appearing  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the  written  agreement  referred  to 
in  the  pleadings,  bearing  date  December  loth,  1808,  was  duly 
executed  by  said  Z.  R.  Lewis,  but  the  proof  and  proceedings 
failing  to  snow  that  said  agreement  should  be  specifically  en- 
forced; and  it  further  appearing  that  said  John  S.  Moon,  by 
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purchase  at  bankrupt  sale,  is  the  owner  of  John  O.  Lewis'  in- 
terest in  tlie  lands  in  the  pleadings  described  as  the  old  Nich. 
Lewis  plantation,  situated  in  Morgan  and  Madison  counties,  to- 
gether with  the  personal  jn-opertj  thereon  situated  at  the  time 
of  liis  said  purchase,  and  that  Crowder  and  Xewnian  are  the 
owners  of  the  interest  of  Z.  R.  Lewis  in  said  property ;  and  it 
further  appearing  that  said  Crowder,  since  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  has  ])urchased  said  T^ewman's  interest  therein ;  it 
is  now  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the  court, 
that  the  lands  in  the  pleadings  described  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby  declared  to  be,  held  as  tenants  in  common  between  said 
complainant  and  said  Crowder  equally,  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  that  the  same  should  be  di\nded  between  them  into  lots 
equal  in  value."  The  decree  then  appointed  commissioners  to 
make  the  partition,  and  proceeded  thus :  "  It  is  further  ordered, 
that  it  be  referred  to  the  register  to  ascertain — 1st,  how  much 
of  the  personal  property  on  sajd  plantation  on  the  Ist  January, 
1870,  was  used,  consumed  or  sold  by  the  said  John  S.  Moon,  or 
the  said  Crowder  and  Newman,  and  when  so  used,  sold  or  con- 
sumed, and  calculate  interest  on  said  amounts  to  the  first  day 
of  the  next  term  of  this  court;  2d,  how*  much  was  the  rental 
value  of  said  lands  for  the  vears  1869,  1870,  1871,  1872,  1873, 
1874,  1875,  1876,  1877,  1878,  and  1879,  deducthig  from  each 
year's  rent  the  value  of  all  permanent  improvements  erected 
each  year,  calculating  interest  on  each  year's  rent,  less  said  de- 
ductions; 3d,  how  much  was  paid  out  by  the  said  Moon,  or  by 
the  said  Crowder  and  Newman,  upon  the  ifldebtedness  of  the 
said  Z.  R.  and  J.  O.  Lewis;  to  whom  paid,  and  when  paid;  and 
whether  either  of  said  parties  paid  out  any  attorney's  fees,  in 
and  about  litigation  against  said  Z,  R.  and  J.  O.  Lewis,  and,  if 
so,  to  Avhom  paid,  how  mucli,  and  when ;  calculating  interest 
thereon  from  the  time  of  said  payments  to  the  first  day  of  the 
next  term  of  this  court,"  &c. 

The  complainant  having  died  pending  the  suit,  the  cause  was 
revived  in  the  name  of  Samuel  IL  Moore,  as  his  administrator; 
and  the  appeal  is  sued  out  by  said  administrator,  M'ho  liere 
assigns  as  error  the  refusal  to  decree  a  specific  performance  of 
the  contract  as  prayed,  the  final  decree  as  rendered,  and  the 
overruling  of  demurrers  to  the  cross-l)ill  of  Crowder  and 
Newman. 

D.  P.  Leavis,  and  D.  D.  Shelby,  for  appellant. — (1.)  The 
matters  set  up  by  Z.  R.  Lewis,  Crowder  and  Newman,  against 
the  rights  asserted  by  the  complainant's  bill,  deny  the  execution, 
consideration,  and  validity  of  the  contract  sought  to  be  en- 
forced ;  and  these  identical  matters  were  set  up,  and  relied  on 
as  grounds  of  relief,  in  the  former  suit  between  the  parties  in 
Vol.  Lxxn. 
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Virginia.  As  to  these  matters,  the  decree  rendered  in  tliat  suit 
is  conchisive. — PeUus  v.  Tankersly^  61  Ala.  354 ;  McDonald 
V.  McMle  Life  Ttuniranee  Co.^  65  Ala.  358  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  ^  528. 
By  express  constitntional  provision,  the  same  effect  must  l)e 
accorded  to  tliis  decree  in  the  courts  of  Alabama  as  in  tlie 
courts  of  A'irginia. — (^onst.  V .  S.,  art.  rv,  sec.  1 ;  2  Storv  on 
Const.  §  VM\\).  The  conchisiveness  of  such  a  decree,  in  the 
courts  of  Virginia,  is  shown  by  tlie  case  of  Taylor  v.  Yar- 
horough,  13  (Trattan,  183.  The  terms  of  the  decree  prechide 
the  idea  of  a  vohmtary  dismissal  of  the  hill  bv  the  plaintiff, 
even  if  he  then  had  the  rio:ht  to  dismiss  it,  which  is  denied  ; 
and  show  that,  while  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  decree,  the  court 
decided  the  case  on  its  merits — on  the  pleadings  and  proof. 
Borroicscah  r.  Tuttle.,  5  Allen,  Mass.  377 ;  Bigelow  on  Esto])- 
pel,  110,  122-3 ;  H'tU  d^  Braxton  v.  Sutherland,  1  Wash.  Va. 
128 ;  BarTcer  v.  Cleveland,  19  Mich.  23(».  The'  chancellor 
allowed  the  plea  of  res  ad'jndicata^  and  yet  refused  to  grant 
relief  as  to  the  matters  thus  conclusively  established ;  and 
therein,  it  is  insisted,  he  erred,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  com- 
plainant. 

(2.)  But,  aside  from  this  plea,  and  independently  of  it,  on 
the  other  evidence  shown  by  the  record,  the  complainant  was 
entitled  to  a  specific  ]>erformance  of  the  contract  as  prayed. 
On  all  the  grounds  on  which  the  validity  of  the  contract  was 
assailed,  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  the  defendants  who  as- 
serted its  invalidity :  while  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence, 
as  to  each  of  these  disputed  questions  of  fact,  is  against  them. 
The  genuineness  of  the  signature  of  Z.  R.  Lewis  is  proved  by 
a  large  number  of  witnesses,  business  men  who  were  familiar 
with  his  handwriting;  and  is  only  denied  by  himself  in  some 
(not  all)  of  his  sworn  statements,  and  by  members  of  his  family. 
As  to  his  condition,  mental  and  physical,  when  he  signed  the 
contract,  the  testimony  of  himself  and  the  complainant,  who 
were  alone  present  at  its  execution,  is  repugnant  and  irrecon- 
cilable ;  his  testimony  being  negative  in  its  character,  and  its 
credibility  seriously  impaired  by  the  numerous  inconsistencies 
found  in  his  several  statements  at  different  times,  while  that  of 
the  complainant  is  jwsitive  and  distinct,  consistent  in  its  de- 
tails, and  unimpeached  by  other  witnesses.  The  consideration 
of  the  contract  is  abundantly  proved  ;  and  though  the  testi- 
monv  of  Z.  \\.  Lewis,  in  one  or  more  of  his  depositions,  im- 
peaches it  as  to  the  value  of  the  services  performed  by  the 
complainant,  there  is  no  effort  to  sustain  liis  testimony  by  that 
of  John  O.  Lewis,  whose  dejwsition  was  taken  by  the  de- 
fendants. 

Humes  &  Gordon,  with  L.  P.  Walker,  contra. — (1.)  If 
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there  be  any  inconsistency  or  repugnancy  in  the  chancellor's 
decree,  as  urged  by  appellant,  it  would  avail  him  nothing,  un- 
less the  decree  itself  is  shown  to  be  wrong ;  since  a  correct 
judgment  or  decree  will  not  be  reversed,  although  it  may  be 
founded  on  a  wrong  reason. —  Wilkinson  v.  Brxidley^  Wilson 
&  Co.,  54  Ala.  677 ;  Mitchell  v.  Pitts  tfe  Henry,  61  Ala.  219 ; 
Telegraph  Co.  v.  Meyer,  61  Ala.  159 ;  Gassenhehner  v.  Hugu- 
ley,  64  Ala.  83 ;  Nicholson  v.  Moog  c&  Co.,  65  Ala.  471. 

(2.)  The  decree  rendered  in  the  Virginia  suit  was  not  con- 
clusive as  to  the  matters  here  litigated.  It  was  not,  and  does 
not  purport  to  be,  a  determination  of  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy, but  is  a  mere  voluntary  dismissal,  the  equivalent  of  a 
voluntary  non-suit  at  law,  and  does  not  bar  another  suit. — Dan. 
Ch.  Pr.,  4th  Amer.  ed.,  811,  659,  790,  796,  note  5 ;  McBroom 
V.  Somerville,  2  Stew.  515 ;  Porter  v.  Kingsbury,  77  N.  Y. 
164;  Watson  v.  Cowdrey,  23  Hun,  N.  Y.  169;  Cummins 
V.  Bennett,  8  Paige,  79 ;  J'homas  v.  Thomas,  3  Litt.  9 ;  Bas- 
sard  V.  Lester,  2  McCord's  Ch.  421 ;  Smith  v.  Smith,  2  Blackf . 
232 ;  Simpson  v.  Brewster,  9  Paige,  245 ;  Elderkin  v.  Pitch, 
2  Carter,  Ind.  90 ;  Walker  v.  Carroll,  65  Ala.  62 ;  1  Bland's 
Ch.  206,  17  Amer.  Dec.  277-87.  The  reason  for  the  dismissal 
of  that  suit  may  be  found  in  the  prayer  of  the  bill  in  this  case, 
which  asked  that  the  defendants  here  might  be  enjoined  from 
prosecuting  their  rights  in  any  other  court,  and  be  compelled 
to  litigate  all  the  matters  in  controversy  with  the  complainant 
in  this  suit ;  and  the  complainant  can  not  now  be  heard  to  set 
up,  as  a  bar  and  estoppel,  a  voluntary  compliance  with  the 
prayer  of  his  own  bill.  That  decree  of  dismissal  was  rendered 
after  the  institution  of  this  suit,  and,  for  that  reason,  can  not 
be  pleaded  in  bar  of  it. — State  v.  Spikes,  33  Ark.  801 ;  5  Saw- 
yer, C.  C.  312;  Pollins  v.  Henry,  84  K.  C.  269 ;  73  111.  415. 

(3.)  On  the  merits  of  the  case,  the  complainant  was  not  en- 
titled to  a  decree  for  the  specific  performance  of  the  alleged 
contract,  because  he  failed  to  prove,  as  the  rule  requires,  that 
the  contract,  if  actually  signed,  was  fair,  just,  and  reasonable 
in  all  its  parts,  and  was  supported  by  an  adequate  consideration. 
Goodlett  V.  Hansell,  QQ  Ala.  131,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
The  execution  of  the  contract,  or  the  signature  of  Z.  E..  Lewis, 
is  denied  by  said  Lewis,  and  is  not  satisfactorily  proved ;  while 
the  consideration,  as  proved  by  the  complainant  himself  and 
other  witnesses,  taken  in  connection  with  the  relation  existing 
between  the  parties,  and  the  condition  of  said  Lewis  at  the  time, 
presents  a  case  in  which  the  court  might  actively  interfere  to 
set  aside  the  contract. — Hale  v.  Brown,  11  Ala.  87 ;  Holland 
V.  Barnes,  53  Ala.  83 ;  Poster  v.  Johnson,  70  Ala.  249 ;  Davis 
V.  Snider,  70  Ala.  315.  If  the  evidence  as  to  any  of  these 
issues  only  leaves  the  fact  in  doubt,  or  does  not  clearly  show 
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that  the  chancellor's  decision  is  wrong,  the  decree  must  be 
affirmed. — Marlmoe  v.  Beiiagh^  5^  Ala.  113;  liathei'  v.  Young, 
56  Ala.  94 ;  Derrick  v.  Broitm,  66  Ala.  162. 

STONE,  J. — The  present  suit  was  instituted,  in  January, 
1874,  by  John  S.  Moon ;  and  its  prayer  and  purpose  are,  to  ob- 
tain specific  performance  of  an  alleged  contract  of  sale,  bearing 
date  December  10th,  1868.  The  agreement  which  the  bill  seeks 
to  have  performed,  purports  to  have  been  signed  and  executed 
in  the  names  of  "  J.  O.  ik  Z.  R.  Lewis,  by  Z.  R.  Lewis,"  and, 
on  a  valuable  consideration  recited,  binds  the  obligors  to  con- 
vey to  Moon  an  undivided  half  interest  in  a  large  tract  of  land, 
and  personal  property  thereon.  The  property  mentioned  in 
the  agreement  had  been  owned  by  J.  O.  &  Z.  R.  Lewis  as  equal 
tenants  in  common,  ajid  had  been  worked  by  them  as  a  planta- 
tion, in  partnership.  John  O.  Lewis,  very  soon  after  the  date 
of  said  agreement — December  10th,  1868 — became  a  voluntary 
bankrupt;  and  his  interest  in  said  plantation  and  personal  prop- 
erty was  sold  by  the  assignee,  under  an  order  of  the  court  in 
bankruptcy,  and  John  S.  Moon  became  the  purchaser;  the  sale 
was  confirmed,  and  a  deed  made  to  him  by  the  assigneee.  The 
pleadings  and  evidence  in  the  presient  record  do  not  deny  or 
question  John  S.  Moon's  right  to  John  O.  Lewis's  interest — an 
undivided  half — in  said  real  and  personal  property.  His  pur- 
chase at  the  bankrupt  sale  gave  him  that  interest,  even  if  the 
alleged  agreement  of  December  10th,  1868,  be  inoj^erative. 
Hence,  this  suit  raises  no  question  as  to  that  half  interest. 
John  O.  Lewis,  Z.  R.  Lewis,  and  John  S.  Moon  were  all  resi- 
dents of  the  State  of  Virginia,  while  the  property  in  contro- 
versy in  this  suit  is  in  Morgan  and  Madison  counties  in  the 
State  of  Alabama.  Moon  was  a  practicing  attorney-at-law ;  and 
the  recited  and  alleged  consideration  for  tlie  contract  of  sale  of 
December  loth,  186S,  is  professional  services  theretofore  ren- 
dered by  him  for  the  brothers  Lewis.  Pending  this  suit,  Moon 
has  died,  and  Samuel  II.  Moore  is  liis  personal  representative. 

In  1871,  Z.  R.  Lewis  tiled  a  bill  against  Moon,  in  the  State 
of  Virginia,  to  have  the  alleged  contract  of  December  lOth, 
1808,  set  aside  and  cancelled.  The  particular  ground  on 
which  the  l)ill  prayed  to  have  that  contract  vacated  was,  as 
averred  in  that  bill,  that  Moon  had  obtained  the  signature  of  Z. 
R.  Lewis  to  it,  when  the  latter  was  so  drunk  as  to  be  uncon- 
scious of  what  he  was  doing,  and  by  falsely  stating  to  him  that 
the  ])aper  did  not  bind  or  affect  him,  Z.  R.  I^wis,  luit  only  af- 
fected, and  was  intended  to  benefit,  John  O.  I^wis.  There 
was  a  broad  and  emphatic  issue  on  these  averments.  No  testi- 
mony appears  to  have  been  taken  in  that  cause,  but  it  remained 
in  court  undecided,  until  after  this  bill  was  filed. 
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In  1873,  while  said  suit  was  pending  in  Virginia,  Z.  R.  Lewi& 
sold  and  conveyed  his  interest  in  the  lands  and  personal  prop- 
erty in  controversy,  to  Crowder  and  Xewnian,  residents  of 
Hnntsville,  Alabama;  and  thenceforth  they  claimed  and  took 
control  of  said  interest  of  Z.  R.  Lewis,  claiming  it  was  one  un- 
divided half  of  all  of  said  property.  That  claim,  the  manner 
of  its  assertion,  and  certain  antagonisms  and  unfriendly  relations 
which  sprang  up  between  them  and  Moon,  gave  rise  to  this 
suit.  Xewman  sold  his  interest  to  Crowder,  and  the  latter  now- 
claims  all  of  Z.  R.  Lewis's  interest. 

The  Virginia  suit  was  finally  disposed  of,  June  30th,  1874, 
The  language  of  the  decree  is :  ''  This  cause  came  on  this  day 
to  be  ai>:ain  heard,  on  the  papers  formerly  read,  and  the  an- 
sw^er  of  John  S.  Moon,  with  the  exhibits  filed  with  said  answer, 
and  with  general  replication  to  said  answer,  and  upon  the  re- 
port of  master  commissioner,  Wm.  M.  Perkins,  made  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  decretal  order  of  the  October  term,  1872,  and  w^as- 
argued  by  counsel.  On  consideration  whereof,  and  on  motion 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  doth  adjudge,  order  and  decree,  that 
the  bill  of  plaintiff  be  dismissed,  and  that  he  do  pay  to  the  de- 
fendant his  costs  in  this  behalf  expended.  But  the  defendant, 
J.  S.  Moon,  is  not  to  be  barred  or  precluded  by  this  decree  from 
asserting  or  recovering,  in  any  proper  suit,  any  balance  which 
may  be  found  due  him  by  the  plaintiff,  as  set  out  and  asserted 
in  the  answer  of  John  S.  Moon,  growing  out  of  the  accounts 
asked  for  in  his  said  bill." 

A  question,  which  meets  us  at  the  threshold  of  this  case,  may 
be  thus  stated.  The  gravamen  of  the  Virginia  suit,  instituted 
by  Z.  R.  Lewis,  was,  that  the  alleged  contract  of  December  10th, 
1868,  was  improperly  or  fraudulentv  obtained  by  Moon.  That 
suit  was  pending,  and  at  issue,  when  Crowder  &  Xewman  pur- 
chased Z.  R.  Lewis's  interest.  Moon,  through  his  agent,  Swee- 
ney, was  then  in  possession  of  the  lands  in  controversy — not 
the  exclusive  possession,  but  in  possession,  claiming  a  three- 
fourths  interest,  and  conceding  to  Z.  R.  Lewis  only  the  remain- 
ing one-fourth  interest.  The  pendency  of  the  suit,  and  the 
possession,  were  each  constructive  notice  to  Crowder  &  New- 
man of  Moon's  claim.  But,  in  addition  to  this,  they  had  actual 
notice  of  it. 

We  have  seen  above,  that  Z.  R.  Lewis's  bill  was  dismissed  at 
his  costs.  The  object  of  the  present  bill,  as  we  have  seen,  is 
to  obtain  specific  performance  of  the  said  contract  of  December 
10th,  1868;  and  if  the  relief  prayed  for  be  granted,  Moon  will 
be  the  owner  of  three-fourtlis,  and  'Oowder  of  one-fourth  of 
the  tract.  In  answer  to  this  suit,  the  defendants  again  set  up 
the  invalidity  of  the  said  contract  of  December  10th,  1868. 
The  defense  goes  further  than  Z.  R.  Lewis's  bill,  and  denies 
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that  Lewis  ever  signetl  the  contract,  and  pleads  wwj  est  factum 
to  it,  in  bar  of  the  recovery  sou^jht  h\  the  l)ill.  To  this  defense 
Moon  replies,  settin*;:  up  the  decree  disniisising  Z.  R.  Lewis's 
bill,  as  a  former  recovery,  conclusively  settling  and  decreeing 
the  validity  of  said  contract.  It  is  replied  to  this,  in  argument, 
that  the  dismissal  of  that  bill  was  on  the  motion  of  Z.  R.  Ixjwig, 
the  plaintiff  therein,  without  a  trial  on  the  merits,  and  conse- 
quently the  doctrine  of  i'e»  judicata  doQH  not  apply.  The  chan- 
cellor sustained  the  defense  of  former  recovery,  and  held  that 
the  decree  rendered  in  the  former  suit  is  a  bar  to  all  further  in- 
quirv  into  the  validity  of  the  contract  of  Deceml)er  10th,  1868. 

There  can  be  no  question,  that  if  Z.  11.  Lewis  is  conclude<l 
by  that  decree.  Crowder  is  alike  concluded.  He  stands  in  the 
relation  of  privy  in  estate  to  Z.  R.  Lewis,  with  notice,  both 
constructive  and  actual,  that  that  suit  was  pending,  and  of  the 
object  for  which  it  was  instituted.  If  he  desired  to  avoid  its 
eflfect,  he  should  have  taken  control  of  its  prosecution. 

The  decree  dismissing  the  Virginia  suit  is  not  in  the  form 
usually  employed,  when  a  comi)lainaut  desires  to  abandon  the 
further  prosecution  of  his  suit.  Such  order  of  dismission  gen- 
erally makes  no  reference  to  pleadings  or  evidence,  armiment 
of  counsel,  or  submission  of  the  cause.  There  is.  in  fact,  no 
submission — nothing  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  court  is  in- 
voked. Enoiigh,  in  such  case,  that  the  record  show  that  the 
complainant  came  and  dismissed  his  cause,  and  the  decree  of 
the  court  thereon.  Xo  judgment,  in  such  case,  is  pronounced 
on  pleadings  or  evidence.  It  is  very  like  a  dismission,  or  vol- 
untary non-suit  at  law,  which  does  not  bar  a  second  suit.  The 
decree  in  the  cause  we  are  considering  recites,  that  there  was  a 
hearing  "on  the  papers,  formerly  read,  and  the  answer  of  John 
S.  Mood,  with  the  exhibits  tiled  with  said  answer,  and  with 
general  replication  to  said  answer,  and  upon  the  report  of  the 
master  commissioner,  Wm.  M.  Perkins,  nuide  in  pursuance  of 
the  decretal  order  of  the  October  term,  1872,  and  was  argued 
by  counsel."  All  these  are  very  appropriate  words,  when  there 
is  a  submission  for  a  decree  on  a  real  issue.  They  are  very  in- 
appropriate, when  comj)lainant  simply  has  his  bill  dismissed  on 
his  own  motion.  The  decree  then  proceeds;  "On  considera- 
tion whereof,  and  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  doth  ad- 
judge, order  and  decree,  that  the  bill  of  plaintiff  be  dismissed,'* 
<tc.  Now,  it  is  our  duty,  in  construing  writings,  to  give  some 
meaning  to  each  clause  and  word,  if  we  can.  We  have  no  au- 
thority for  rejecting,  as  useless  and  meaningless,  all  the  recited 
words  of  submission,  copied  above,  and  the  additional  words, 
"on  consideratit>n  whereof.''  Why  consider  the  papers  for- 
merly read,  the  answer  of  John  S.  Moon,  with  its  exhibits,  the 
general  replication  to  the  answer,  and  the  rejwrt  of  the  master 
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commissioner,  if  plaintiff  moved  to  dismiss  his  own  cause? 
Almost  all  orders  of  court  are  made  on  the  motion  of  some 
party  to  the  proceedings.  Courts  rarely  act  ex  mero  motu.  Is 
it  not  more  rational  to  conclude,  that  the  words,  "on  motion  of 
the  plaintiff,"  were  inserted  to  show  that  plaintiff  was  the  party 
who  moved  for  decree  in  the  cause,  and  not  that  he  moved  for 
decree  of  dismissal.  This  gives  operation  to  all  the  words,  and 
relieves  the  court  of  all  imputation  of  listening  to  the  argu- 
ments of  counsel,  and  considering  the  merits  of  tlie  controversy, 
on  a  motion  by  plaintiff  to  dismiss  his  own  cause  out  of  court. 
We  deem  it  unnecessary,  however,  to  decide  this  question. 

The  chancellor,  after  sustaining  Moon's  plea  of  former  re- 
covery, went  farther,  and  announced  that  it  appeared,  to  his 
satisfaction,  that  the  said  agreement  of  December  lOth,  1868, 
was  duly  executed  by  Z.  R.  Lewis.  The  testimony  in  this 
record,  bearing  on  the  question  of  execution  vel  non  of  said 
agreement,  is  very  voluminous ;  we  may  add,  in  some  cases  un- 
usually prolix.  There  were  many  objections  filed  to  interroga- 
tories and  the  answers  thereto ;  and,  in  our  opinion,  many  of 
those  objections  were  well  filed.  Other  portions  of  the  testi- 
mony, clearly  illegal,  do  not  appear  to  have  been  objected  to. 
In  this  State,  we  do  not  permit  extraneous  papers  to  be  pre- 
sented before  the  jury  or  court,  or  shown  to  a  witness,  that  he 
may  institute  a  comparison  between  such  paper,  thou^i  admit- 
ted to  be  genuine,  and  the  one  in  controversy. — nestor  v. 
Roberts,  58  Ala.  331 ;  Kirksey  v.  Kirhsey,  41  Ala.  626. 

The  competency  of  persons  to  give  their  opinions,  as  to 
whether  a  given  signature  is  in  the  proper  handwriting  of  the 
person  it  purpoits  to  have  been  made  by,  is  not  confined  to  ex- 

f)erts.  Any  witness  who  has  seen  the  party  write,  or  who  knoAvs 
lis  handwriting,  may  express  his  opinion,  as  to  the  genuineness 
of  the  signature.  Of  course,  the  extent  of  his  familiarity  with 
the  handwriting,  will  enter  into  the  weight  of  his  testimonv. 
Whar.  Ev.  §§  707-8 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §^  596-7 ;  1  Brick.  Dig. 
§§  1078,  et  se<j.  Experts  may  go  farther;  but  then,  to  legalize 
such  testimony,  the  witness  must  be  first  shown  to  be  an  expert ; 
that  is,  accustomed  to,  and  skilled  in  the  matter  of  handwritings, 
genuine  and  spurious.  These  may  institute  comparisons  be- 
tween writings  of  unquestioned  genuineness,  and  the  writing  in 
dispute,  and  may  give  their  opinion  whether  both  were  written 
by  one  and  the  same  person.  They  may,  also,  give  their  opinion 
whether  a  given  writing  is  a  genuine,  or  a  feigned  or  forged 
signature.  There  are  certain  other  matters  pertaining  to  hand- 
writing, about  which  they  can  give  their  skilled  opinions,  not 
necessary  to  be  here  considered. — 1  Whar.  Ev.  §  718  ;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  ^  440 ;  Tullis  v.  Kidd,  12  Ala.  648 ;  BUchnan  v.  Collier, 
65-  Ala.  311;  roim(/  v.  O'Neal,  57  Ala.  566. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Each  of  tlie  parties  to  this  suit  lias,  in  some  cases,  introduced 
extrinsic  writino^s,  for  comparison,  without  objection  ;  and,  to 
that  extent,  such  testimony  was  properly  regarded  by  the  chan- 
<jellor.  Parties  may  try  their  controversies  on  illegal  evidence, 
if  they  choose  to  do  so.  , 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  illegal  evidence,  offered  to  sustain  the 
credibility  of  witnesses,  whose  testimony  has  not  been  impeached. 
Baueiim  v.  George^  65  Ala,  259.  And  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
hearsay  evidence.     All  this  should  have  l)een  disregarded. 

It  is  a  rule  in  this  court,  if  a  chancellor  has  announced  a  find- 
ing on  testimony,  we  M'iil  not  reverse  his  finding,  unless  clearly 
convinced  he  erred. — Rather  v.  Youyig^  56  Ala.  94 ;  Bryan 
V.  Ilendriv,  57  Ala.  387  ;  >Smi(/i  v.  Inman^  70  Ala.  108 ;  Dei^ich 
-v.  Brmcn,  66  Ala.  162.  But  there  are  stronger  reasons  than 
usual,  why  this  nile  should  be  observed  in  this  case.  The  chan- 
cellor had  before  him,  not  only  the  original  contract,  upon  the 
genuineness  of  which  he  wasre<]uiredto  pronounce,  but  he  had 
many  other  admitted  signatures  of  Z.  II.  Lewis,  which  appear 
to  have  l)een  put  in  evidence  without  objection.  The  advantage 
he  derived  from  an  inspection  of  those  signatures,  is  denied  to 
us.  We  feel  l)ound  to  affirm  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  on 
this,  the  main  disputed  question  of  fact,  and  would  feel  inclined 
to  find  as  he  did,  if  the  question  stood  unaffected  by  his  finding. 

In  the  final  decree  in  thiscause,  the  chancellor,  after  ascertain- 
ing that  the  contract  sued  on  was  the  contract  of  Z.  R.  Lewis, 
went  farther,  and  announced  that  the  proof  and  proceedings 
failed  to  show  that  such  agreement  should  be  specifically  en- 
forced. 

It  is  not  every  contract  parties  enter  into,  that  chancery  will 
specificall}'  enforce.  Nor  does  it  necessarily  follow  that,  be- 
cause the  Chancery  Court  refuses  to  set  aside  an  executory  con- 
tract at  the  suit  of  one  of  the  parties,  it  will  compel  its  specific 
execution  at  the  suit  of  the  other.  There  is  a  wide  margin  of 
discretion,  which  separates  the  principles  of  relief  in  the  two 
cases.  In  fact,  it  is  always  within  the  enlightened  discretion  of 
the  chancellor,  whether  he  will  decree  specific  performance  in 
any  case ;  not  an  arbitrary^  or  capricious  discretion,  dependent 
on  the  whims  or  caprice  of  the  cliancellor,  but  a  disci  etion  re- 
duced to  rules,  and  clearly  defined.  To  call  the  powers  of  the 
Chancery  Court  into  exercise  in  such  a  case,  it  is  not  always 
enough  that  the  contract  is  legally  binding.  It  must  be  fair^ 
just,  and  reasonable  in  all  its  parts.  This  is  what  is  meant  by 
the  phrase,  'judicial  discretion,'  in  such  cases.  "  A  valuable 
consideration,  particularity,  certainty,  mutuality,  and  a  neces- 
sity for  performance,  are  requisites  u|)on  which  the  equity  of  a 
case  arises." — Whar.  on  Spec.  Perf.  !^  6  ;  5  Wait's  Ac.  ti^  Def. 
76rl-5 ;  Sto.  Eq.  Jur.  §§  741-2 ;  GoM  v.  Womad;  2  Ala.  i?3 ; 
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Casey  v.  Holmes,  10  Ala.  776  ;  Goodlett  v.  Ilansell,  ^^  Ala.  151. 
So,  the  plea  of  former  recoveiy — res  judicata — if  fully  made 
good,  is  not  conclusive  of  Moon's  right  to  specific  performance. 

As  we  have  said,  the  testimony  in  this  cause  is  very  volumi- 
nous, and  much  of  it  is  illegal.  It  leaves  the  parties  most 
directly  interested  in  the  issue  subject  to  criticism,  if  not  to  an- 
imadversion. Crowder  and  Newman  purchased  from  Lewis, 
when  they  knew  Moon  asserted  a  right  to  half  the  interest  they 
were  buying,  and  when  they  knew"  a  suit  was  pending  to  test 
the  validity  of  that  claim.  This  savors  of  maintenance.  They 
purchased  at  a  very  low  figure;  and  Mr.  Crowder  has  employed 
methods,  at  least  questionable,  in  getting  uj)  testimony  in  the 
cause.  Z.  R.  Lewis  is  three  times  examined.  lie  casts  some 
distrust  over  his  testimony,  by  showing  that  his  answers  were 
written  out  anterior  to  his  appearance  before  the  commissioner, 
and  that,  in  giving  his  answers,  he  read  from  his  manuscript. 
Some  of  his  answers  in  the  second  deposition  indicate  that  his  mind 
was  not  in  proper  poise  when  they  were  given.  Moon  testifies, 
that  he  proposed  to  Crow^der,  as  the  agent  of  Z.  R.  Lewis,  to 
pay  three  thousand  dollars  for  the  latter's  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty. This  was  before  Crowder  purchased  the  same  interest  for 
the  lesser  sum  of  tweiity-five  hundred  dollars.  Crowder  does 
not  deny  that  Moon  made  such  offer,  Ijut  testifies  to  a  confident 
recollection  thtit  he  informed  Lewis  of  this  offer  before  the  lat- 
ter sold  to  him  and  Niiwman.  Yet  he  fails  to  prove  this  fact 
by  Lewis,  although  he  had  his  deposition  taken  three  times. 
But  this  case  is  not  to  be  determined  on  the  weakness  of 
Crowder's  claim. 

Moon's  testimony  stands  almost  unsupported,  in  the  matter  of 
the  value  of  his  sei'vices,  which  he  testifies  constituted  the  con- 
sideration of  the  contract  of  December  10th,  1868.  G,  C.  Gil- 
mer gives  him  the  best  support  as  to  value,  but  G.  C.  Gilmer 
was  not  an  attorney  at  law.  The  alleged  consideration  was,  that 
through  Moon's  exertions  and  influence,  D.  P.  Lewis  was  induced 
to  execute  a  codicil  to  h's  will,  by  which  he  released  the  brothers 
John  O.  and  Z.  R.  Lewis  from  the  payment  of  all  interest  on  a 
bond  they  had  given  for  a  half  interest  in  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy, and  a  large  amount  of  personal  property.  As  we  under- 
stand the  testimony,  D.  P.  Lewis,  and  his  attorney  in  fact,  G. 
C.  (xilmer,,  at  that  time  claimed  of  J.  O.  and  Z.  R.  Lewis  twenty 
thousand  dollars  of  interest,  and  only  twenty  thousand,  although 
much  more  was  due.  The  codicil,  drawn  by  the  attorney  of 
Mr.  Gilmer,  was  executed,  and  the  Lewis  brothers  released. 
Mr.  Moon's  description  of  the  services  he  rendered  is  in  sub- 
stance as  follows:  G.  C.  Gilmer  was  largely  a  beneficiary  un- 
der the  will  and  a  deed  which  had  been  executed  by  I).  P. 
Lewis.     Lewis  was  an  old  and  infirm  man,  had  never  been 
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married,  and  had  t^i*eat  contideiice  in  Gilmer,  witli  whom  he 
lived.  Moon  caused  the  rejKirt  to  be  started  and  circulated,  that 
the  will  and  deed  of  I).  P.  Lewit^,  which  so  })enetited  G.  C. 
Gilmer,  would  or  could  he  asj?ailed  and  set  aside,  for  want  of 
capacity  in  D.  P.  Lewis  to  make  them  ;  that  the  threat  to  as- 
sail the  deed  wa«  brouj^ht  to  the  knowledge  of  <Tilmer  and  his 
counsel :  that  Moon  and  (Kilmer's  counsel  had  an  interview  and 
an  understanding,  which  resulted  in  the  execution  of  the  codicil. 
Moon  was  present,  with  the  Ijcwis  brothers,  and  as  their  counsel, 
when  the  codicil  was  executed.  D.  P.  Lewis  died  soon  after- 
wards; his  will  and  codicil  were  probated  and  established,  and 
the  Lewis  brothers  released  from  the  payment  of  all  interest  on 
the  bond.  They  were  not  lial)le  for  the  princi[)al  of  the  bond, 
under  its  express  terms,  and  under  the  will  of  Nich.  Lewis, 
through  which  they  all  claimed  title.  This  is,  sulistantially, 
Mr.  M(X)n"8  statement  of  the  services  he  rendered,  which  he 
says  constituted  the  consitleration  for  the  contract  of  December 
l<ith,  1808.  True,  he  places  the  sum.  from  which  he  alleges  he 
procured  their  release,  at  a  higher  tigure,  and  says  that,  com- 
juiting  his  compensation  at  1()  per  cent,  of  the  sum  he  saved 
them,  it  siiould  have  been  larger.  lie  also  mentions  other  ser- 
vices performed  for  them — counsel  in  other  matters — but  fixes 
no  price  upon  them.  These  services  he  says  he  agreed  to  sur- 
render, in  the  settlement  of  December  10th.  1868.  and  accepted 
the  contract  of  that  date,  in  full  discharge  of  all  claim  against 
the  two  brothers.  As  part  reason  for  taking  this  course,  he 
testifies  that  J.  O.  Lewis  was  then  liopelessly  insolvent,  and 
about  to  go  into  bankruptcy  ;  and  that  the  financial  condition  of 
Z.  K.  I^wis  was  precarious.  He  '*  took  counsel  oi  his  fears," 
and  accepted  the  payment  secured  by  the  contract  of  December 
loth,  1868,  in  full  sjitisf action. 

It  is  difticult  to  estimate  the  value  of  the  services  herein 
al>ove  set  forth.  xVside  from  the  questionable  methods  by  which 
he  says  he  obtained  their  disciiarge  from  liabih'ty,  we  are  at  a 
loss  to  assign  to  the  services  their  proper  standing  in  judicial 
lore.  Skilled  knowledge  commands  higher  wages,  by  reason  of 
the  long,  weary  days  and  nights — the  r'njinfi  afinoruin  lucu- 
hrationex — consumed  in  its  acquisition.  Subjected  to  this  test, 
we  are  still  without  a  standard  for  its  valuation.  Such  services 
can  not  certainly  be  a.ssigned  a  place  in  the  higher  fields  of  at- 
torneyship, and  we  doubt  if  they  should  Ik?  measured  by  a  scale 
of  per-centage.  Aside  from  all  this,  the  testimony  on  the  ques- 
tion of  consideration  is  neither  harmonious  nor  satisfactory.  Z. 
Tl.  Lewis  testifies  that,  if  he  signed  the  contract,  he  did  it  with- 
out reading  it,  and  upon  a  falst?  statement  by  Mo<jn  of  its  con- 
tents. Both  he  and  John  O.  Lewis  testify  that,  when  they  were 
returning  home  after  the  execution  of  the  codicil,  Moon  in- 
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formed  them  that  his  cliarge  was  one  thousand  dollars.  Z.  R. 
Lewis  testifies  he  paid  this  snm,  in  1S69.  Moon  testifies  the 
thousand  dollars  was  paid  for  his  services  afterwards  rendered 
in  resisting  the  contest  of  D.  P.  Lewis'  will. 

Another  circumstance  weighs  upon  our  deliberations.  Mr. 
Moon  was  adviser  and  chief  director,  though  not  tl\e  penman, 
in  preparing  J.  ().  Lewis'  petition  and  schedules,  when  the  lat- 
ter made  his  surrender  in  bankruptcy.  This  was  very  soon  af- 
ter the  contract  of  December  10th,  1868,  was  executed.  No 
mention  was  made  in  the  schedules  of  the  agreement  of  sale  to 
Moon,  but  the  bankrupt's  right  was  put  down  as  a  half  interest, 
subject  to  liens. 

The  testimony  does  not  make  it  clear  there  was  an  adequate 
consideration  for  the  contract,  and  fails  to  show  it  was  fair  and 
just  in  all  its  parts. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 


Hayes  v.  W^oods. 

Action  on  Conitnon  Money  Counts. 

1.  Bill  of  particulars;  how  made  part  of  record. — "  A  list  of  the  items 
composing  the  account  sued  on  "  (Code,  §  2984),  like  a  bill  of  particulars 
at  common  law,  is  not  a  part  of  the  record,  unless  made  so  by  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions ;  and  when  not  so  presented,  it  can  not  be  considered  by  this 
court  for  any  purpose. 

2.  Action  for  money  had  and  received,  b>/  mortgagor  against  mort- 
gagee; lies  when. — When  mortgaged  pro})erty  has  been  sold  under  a 
power  in  the  mortgage,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  have  been  paid  to  the 
mortgagee,  an  action  of  assumpsit  lies  against  him,  in  favor  of  the  mort- 
gagor, to  recover  the  surplus  remaining  in  his  hands  after  paying  the 
mortgage  debt  and  the  reasonable  costs. 

3.  Same;  proof  of  partial  payments;  statute  of  limitations  as  defense. 
In  such  action,  a  material  issue  is  as  to  the  correct  balance  due  on  the 
mortgage  del)t,  and  the  amount  of  credits  to  which  the  mortgagor  is  en- 
titled; and  proof  of  items  for  goods  or  chattels  delivered  as  partial  pay- 
ments can  not  be  rejected,  because  an  action  to  recover  their  value  would 
be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  when  the  statute  is  not  pleaded. 

4.  Same;  partial  payments  to  mortgagee  after  assignment. — Partial  pay- 
ments made  to  the  mortgagee,  after  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage,  are 
nevertheless  valid  credits,  if  lie  was  in  fact  authorized  to  receive  them 
as  agent  of  the  assignee. 

5.  Snuie;  purchase  by  mortgagor  at  sale  under  power;  voluntary  pay- 
ment.— If  the  mortgagor  himself,  acting  through  a  third  person,  become 
the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under  the  mortgage,  the  payment  of  the  price 
bid  can  not  be  considered  a  payment  voluntarilv  made,  since  the  title  to 
the  land  would  not  be  divested  by  full  payment  of  the  debt  before  the 
sale,  and  the  sale  could  only  be  avoided  in  equity;  but,  where  the  mort- 
gage is  of  personal  property,  a  different  rule  miglit  i)revail. 
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6.  Same;  whether  action  lies  a'jahutt  morttjagee  or  angtijnee. — The  action 
lies  against  the  mortgagee,  although  he  has  paid  the  money  over  to  the 
assignee,  when  it  ai)ix'ars  that  he  jijineil  with  the  assignee  in  making  the 
sale,  collected  the  monev  as  agent  for  him,  the  assignee  being  a  non- 
resident, and  knew  that  tlie  mortgagor  claimed  that  the  debt  was  paid. 

7.  General  objection  to  evidence  parthi  admigxihle. — A  general  objection 
to  evidence,  as  "  incomi>etent  and  irrelevant,"  may  l>e  overnded,  if  any 
part  of  tlie  eNidence  is  admissible,  although  a  part  is  objectionable  as 
secondary  evidence. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Limestone. 

Tried  before  the  lion.  IL  C.  Si'Eake. 

This  action  was  brought  b}'  James  W(X)ds,  against  Charles  B. 
Hayes,  and  was  commenced  on  the  loth  July,  1881.  The 
complaint  contained  only  the  common  money  coimts,  claiming 
$800,  alleged  to  be  due  from  defendant  to  plaintiff,  1st,  for 
money  had  and  received  October  1st,  ISSO;  2d,  "by  account 
stated  on  the  1st  October,  1880,  for  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise sold  and  delivered : "  and,  3d,  "  by  account  for  money 
paid."  The  defendant  pleaded,  1st,  "  that  he  is  not  indebted 
to  plaintiff  as  chared  in  his  comj)laint ;  '■  2d,  payment.  Issue 
was  joined  on  both  of  these  pleas.  At  the  November  tenn, 
1881,  as  the  judgment-entry  recites,  "  came  the  parties  by  at- 
torneys, and  defendant  excepts  to  the  bill  of  particulars  fur- 
nished by  plaintiff;  which  exceptions  are  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  defendant  excepted."  Indorsed  on  the  transcript, 
after  the  clerk's  final  certificate,  is  a  memorandum  entitled 
"Bill  of  particulars,"  with  defendant's  objections  (or  excep- 
tions) to  its  sufficiency  ;  but  there  is  no  reference  to  it  as  a  part 
of  the  record,  nor  is  it  made  a  part  of  the  bill  of  exceptions 
reserved  on  the  trial  at  the  next  term.  On  the  trial,  the  de- 
fendant reserved  several  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  tlie  court 
in  admitting  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff ;  some,  on  the 
ground  that  the  particular  items  were  not  included  in  the  bill 
of  particulars  furnished  to  him,  and  others  on  various  grounds 
specially  assigned,  which  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 
AH  the  rulings  to  which  exceptions  were  reserved  on. the  trial 
are  now  assigned  as  error. 

"W.  R.  Francis,  and  Watts  &  Sons,  for  appellant. 

McClellan  &  McClellan,  contra. 

SOMER VILLE,  J. — When  an  accounl  is  the  foundation  of 
a  suit,  the  statute  provides  that,  at  any  time  previous  to  the 
trial,  the  defendant  is  entitled,  on  notice,  to  "  a  list  of  the  items 
composing  it." — Code,  1876,  §  2984.  This  is,  in  effect  and 
substance,  the  same  as  the  common-law  bill  of  particulars. 
Robinson's  Adm^rs  v.  Allison,  36  Ala.  525.     That,  however, 
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was  never  regarded  properly  as  a  part  of  the  record,  and  our 
practice  is  to  make  it  so  by  incorporating  it  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions.—! Phil.  Ev.  (C.  H.  6z  E.  notes),  4th  Ed.  799;  Co7n. 
V.  Davis,  11  Pick.  432;  Prim^  v.  Johmo?i,  32  Ala.  27.  This 
view  precludes  us  from  considering  tlie  memorandum  copied 
in  the  record,  and  ])urporting  to  be  a  bill  of  particulars.  It 
should  have  been  embraced  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  a  part 
of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause. 

The  present  suit  is  in  assumjmt,  embi'acitig  several  counts, 
including  money  had  and  received,  goods  sold,  and  money  'paid 
at  request.  The  exceptions  reserved  are  all  taken  to  the  rulings 
of  the  court  below  on  the  evidence.  The  correctness  of  these 
are  readily  determined  ])y  a  few  plain  principles  of  law  of  easy 
application. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  lower  court  mortgaged  his  lands  to  the 
defendant,  to  secure  a  debt  payable  to  defendant,  for  something 
over  two  hundred  dollars.  Very  soon  afterwards,  tlie  note  and 
mortgage  was  assigned  by  the  payee  to  one  Black,  for  value 
received.  Defendant,  acting  for  the  assignee,  sold  the  land, 
for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  a,nd  fifty  dollars,  to  one  Phillips, 
who  seems  to  have  purchased  at  the  request  of  plaintiff.  The 
purchaser  paid  the  mortgagee,  Hayes,  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  twenty-six  dollars  and  seventy-five  cents,  the  amount 
claimed  to  be  due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  and  he  paid  the  bal- 
ance to  the  plaintiff",  Woods.  Tlie  plaintiff  claims  that  the 
mortgage  debt  was  paid,  and  sues  for  the  money.  The  items 
claimed  as  credits  embrace  chattels  delivered,  and  money 
alleged  to  have  been  paid  before  and  after,  the  assignment  of 
the  mortgage  debt. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  proposition,  that  when  a  mort- 
gagee, in  the  exercise  of  a  power  of  sale,  sells  either  land  or 
personal  property  conveyed  by  the  mortgage,  and  has  any  sur- 
plus money  remaining  in  his  hands  after  paying  the  debt  and 
reasonable  costs,  an  action  of  assurapsH  will  lie  against  him,  at 
the  instance  of  the  mortgagor,  to  recover  it.  As  it  is  some- 
times stated,  "  the  mortgagee  becomes  a  trustee  for  the  mort- 
gagor, as  to  the  surplus  received. — 2  Jones  Mort.  §§  1924^25, 
1940 ;  Jones  Chat.  Mort.  §  817 ;  Blecher  v.  Graham,  2  Edw. 
(N.  Y.)  647 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  140,  §§  72  et  seq.  A  most  material 
issue,  in  all  such  cases,  is  the  true  and  correct  amount  of  the 
mortgage  debt ;  and  therefore,  necessarily,  the  sum  of  the  cred- 
its to  which  the  debtor  is  justly  entitled  as  payments  upon  it. 

All  the  items  of  credit  excepted  to  as  evidence,  either  fall 
properly  under  the  count  for  goods  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  or  money  had  and  received,  or  paid  by  request ;  or 
else  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  they  were  to  be 
considered  payments  on  the  mortgage  debt.  The  fact  that  the 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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item  for  cord-wood,  and  perliape  some  otliers,  were  ban-ed  by 
the  statute  of  limitations,  can  l)e-of  no  benefit  to  the  defendant, 
inasmu(;h  as  tlje  statute  was  not  pleaded,  as  is  required  to  be 
done,  in  such  eases,  in  courts  of  hiw. — Ihim  v.  Centra/  R.  R.^ 
<jtT.,  er.  Ala.  472;  Ang.  Lim.  285. 

It  is  inimaterisil  that  some  of  the  alleged  payments  on  the 
mortgage  debt  were  made  after  the  assignment  of  it  to  Black. 
If  made  at  any  time,  to  one  authorized  to  receive  the  money, 
they  would,  pro  tanto,  discharge  the  debt,  and  to  this  extent 
increase  the  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee,  to  whicli 
the  plaintiff  would  become  entitled  after  foreclosure  under  the 
jx)wer. 

It  is  contended,  that  the  money  was  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant  voluntarily,  because  he  authorized  Phillips  to 
l)id  for  him  at  the  mortgage  sale.  This  would  be  a  correct  po- 
sition, if  the  sale  had  been  absolutely  void,  and  not  merely 
voidable,  as  th'e  evidence  shows  it  to  be. — Beene'.'f  Adiii^r  v. 
CoUenheryer,  .38  Ala.  647.  But.  even  if  the  mortgage  debt  was 
entirely  paid,  such  payment  would  not,  in  the  case  of  /<?/?^7,  op- 
erate to  re-invest  the  title  in  the  mortgagor,  so  as  to  defeat  an 
action  of  ejectment  at  law.  The  legal  title  being  still  in  the 
mortgagee,  he  could  sue  for  the  possession,  and  recover,  although 
a  different  rule  applies  in  cases  of  suit  for  ])ersonal  property. 
Slaughter  v.  Sv'ift,  67  Ala.  494;  Burns  v.  Can)j}hell,  at  the 
present  term.  The  foreclosure,  therefore,  was  only  voidable  in 
a  court  of  ecjuity,  unless  its  preventive  power  by  injunctive  re- 
lief had  first  been  invoked.  The  payment,  in  this  view  of  the 
matter,  can  not  be  regarded  as^  voluntary.  It  may  rather  be 
presumed  to  have  l)een  made  by  the  mortgaa;or  to  save  his  prop- 
erty from  sacrifice ;  or,  as  this  court  has  said  in  another  case, 
when  discussing  the  subject  of  voluntary  payments.  "l)ecause 
there  was  an  apparent  subsisting  means  of  enforcing  the  de- 
mand, without  a  resort  to  judicial  proceedings,  and  ?r/Mo?/^  cr/y- 
ing  tfte  jmrtij  [plaint if  \  a  day  in  court.-'' — Town  Council  v. 
Burnett,  34  Ala.  400.* 407.  ^mv  Wai.kkk.  J. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  argument,  that  defendant  can  not  he 
injtde  liable,  because  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  assignee 
of  the  mortgage,  and  had  }>aid  the  proceeds  of  sale  over  to  him. 
The  sale  was  the  joint  act  of  himself  and  Black,  both  uniting 
to  e.xecute  the  power,  as  shown  in  the  advertisement  of  sale. 
He  also  acted  as  Black's  agent,  the  latter  being  a  non-resident, 
and  collected  the  money.  He,  furthermore,  had  notice  of  the 
fact,  that  the  plainti-ff  denied  his  liability  for  the  mortgage  debt, 
oil  the  ground  that  it  had  been  paid.  He  should  have  held  the 
fund  in  dispute  until  the  rights  of  the  contesting  parties  were 
determined. — 2  Jones  Mort.  Jj  194(> ;  YarlH>rough  v.  Wise,  5  Ala. 
292;  2Greenl.  Ev.  M25. 
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The  objection  was  properly  overruled,  which  was  taken  ta 
the  plaintiff's  statement,  made  wlien  under  examination  as  a 
witness,  that  "  the  mortgage  was  foreclosed,  and  the  land  sold 
on  the  15th  of  November,  1880,  and  the  balance  due  thereon 
(one  hundred  and  twenty-six  dollars)  paid  over  to  John  W, 
Black."  This  evidence  was  not  admissible,  perhaps,  for  the 
purpose  of  proving  the  sale,  which  was  afterwards  proved  by 
production  of  the  deed  and  mortgage ;  and  if  the  objection  had 
been  placed  upon  the  ground,  that  the  first  clause  oi  the  state- 
ment was  mere  secondary  evidence,  it  might  have  prevailed,  as 
being  correctly  taken.  But  this  point  was  waived  by  the  broad 
objection  urged  against  the  whole  of  it,  as  being  "  incompetent 
and  irrelevant." — David  v.  David's  Adiri'r,  QQ  Ala.  140 ;  Kil- 
^atrich  v.  Pickens  County^  Ih.  422. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


Callan  v.  McDaniel. 

Statutory  Heal  Action  in  nature  of  Ejectment. 

1.  Bisclaimer,  or  statement  limiting  plea  of  not  guilty. — In  ejectment, 
or  the  statutory  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  when  the  defendant 
disclaims  as  to  a  a  portion  of  the  premises  sued-  for,  he  is  required  to 
"  state  distmctly  upon  tlie  record  the  extent  of  his  possession"  (Code, 
§  2963) ;  which  statement  must  designate  with  reasonable  certaintj'  the 
part  as  to  which  he  disclaims,  or  the  part  as  to  which  he  defends,  and, 
if  wanting  in  that  requisite  certainty,  may  be  stricken  from  the  record  on 
motion,  leaving  the  plea  of  not  guilty  to  operate  as  an  admission  of  posses- 
ion of  the  entire  premises ;  but  it  is  not  subject  to  dennxrrer,  on  account 
of  sucli  uncertainty  or  indefiniteness. 

2.  Error  vAthout  injury  in  admission  of  evidence. — Error  in  the  exclusion 
of  a  deed  as  evidence,  when  offered  in  connection  with  the  certificate  of 
acknowledgment  only,  is  cured  by  the  subsequent  admission  of  the  deed 
on  proof  of  execution  by  the  attesting  witnesses. 

3.  Objection  to  question  or  answer. — The  allowance  of  an  improper  ques- 
tion to  a  witness,  against  objection,  is  not  an  error  which  will  work  a  re- 
versal, when  the  record  does  not  show  that  illegal  evidence  was  thereby 
elicited  and  admitted. 

4.  Bill  in  equity;  when  admissible  as  evidence  in  another  suit. — A  bill 
in  equity,  not  sworn  to,  is  regarded  as  the  mere  suggestion  of  counsel, 
and  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  against  the  complainant  in  another 
suit ;  but,  when  duly  sworn  to  by  him,  it  is  an  admission  of  the  facts 
therein  stated,  and  admissible  as  evidence  against  him  in  another  suit. 

5.  Lease  construed;  stipulation  for  continued  possession  of  lands  cleared 
and  cultivated. — A  stipulation  in  a  written  lease  for  the  term  of  three 
years,  that  the  lessee  shall  have  the  riglit  to  occupy  for  three  years  such 
portions  of  the  lands  as  he  may  clear  and  reduce  to  cultivation  each  year 
of  the  term,  runs  with  the  land,  and  is  binding  on  a  purchaser,  or  as- 
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signee  of  the  reversion  ;  and  when  sued  by  the  purchaser  or  assijniee,  on- 
the  expiration  of  his  original  term,  the  lessee  may  show  his  right  to  the 
eontinued  oecupation  of  the  portions  of  land  cleared  and  cultivated  un- 
der this  stipulation. 

6.  Injunction;  violation  of,  not  cognizable  at  law. — The  violation  of  an 
injunction  while  in  force  is  a  contempt  of  the  court  from  which  the  writ 
issued,  and  may  be  punished  by  that  court  while  the  proceerlings  are  in 
fieri;  but  a  court  of  law  can  not  take  cognizance  of  it,  nor  allow  it  to  op- 
erate as  a  forfeiture  of  legal  rights  in  another  suit,  when  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  injimction  has  Ijeen  perpetuated  by  a  final  decree. 

7.  Impeaching  witness  Ixj  proof  of  former  statements. — An  affidavit 
made  by  a  witness  in  another  suit  can  not  be  received  to  impeach  his  tes- 
timony as  given  orally,  unless  the  two  statements  are  contradictory  and 
irreconcilable  as  to  a  material  matter. 

8.  Answer  in  chancery;  whole  admissible,  when  part  has  been  read. 
When  parts  of  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  have  l)een  read  in  another  suit 
as  evidence  against  the  respondent,  he  has  the  right  to  read  the  whole  of 
it  as  evidence. 

9.  Charges  requested  ignoring  material  facts,  or  rerjuiring  explanation. 
Charges  retjuested,  which  ignore  or  obscure  material  evidence,  or  which 
re<juire  additional  instructions  to  prevent  them  from  misleading  the  jury, 
may  be  refu.sed. 

lb.  Charges  given,  having  tendency  to  mislead. — A  charge  given,  having 
a  tendency  to  mislead  the  jury,  is  not  an  error  which  will  work  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment,  since  the  appellant,  if  apprehending  injurj*  from  it, 
might  have  asked  explanatory  instructions. 

11.  What  will  sustain  action. — A  charge  given,  instructing tlie  jury  that, 
"  before  they  can  find  for  the  plaintifl",  tliej-  must  be  convincetl  from  the 
evidence  that  he  was  seized  and  possessed  of  the  lands  sued  for  l)efore  the 
bringing  of  this  suit,  and  that  since  said  possession  accrued  defendant  dis- 
possessed hinj," — though  susceptible  of  a  construction  which,  by  requir- 
ing actual  possession  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  as  an  essential  element 
of  his  right  to  recover,  would  as.sert  an  erroneous  proposition,  is  yet  sus- 
ceptible also  of  another  construction,  which  would  as.sert  a  correct  prop- 
osition— that  is,  that  the  plaintiff  must  have  had  a  seizin  in  law,  giving 
him  a  constructive  possession,  or  drawing  to  it  the  right  of  immediate 
pijssession. 

Appeal  from  tlie  Circuit  Court  of  Cherokee. 

Tried  before  the  lion.  L.  F.  Bo.x. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Andrew  J.  and  P.  A.  Callan, 
against  Fleming  McDaniel,  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  tract 
or  land,  with  damages  for  its  detention ;  and  was  commenced 
on  the  27th  January,  18S1.  The  land  sued  for  was  thus  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint :  "A  part  of  the  east  half  of  the  north- 
east quarter,  and  tlie  west  half  of  the  north-west  quarter,  of 
section  twelve  (12),  township  nine  (9),  range  ten  (10);  and  the 
south-east  quarter  of  section  eleven  (11),"  same  township  and 
range,  "  and  all  that  part  of  the  north-east  (quarter  of  section 
fourteen  (14),"  same  township  and  range,  "in  the  Coosa  land 
district,  lying  on  tlm  north-west  side  of  Chattooga  river,  and 
containing  in  all  326  acres,  more  or  less,  and  known  as  the 
William  Gray  place,  near  Gaylesville  in  said  county  of  Chero- 
kee, and  lying  west  of  the  large  branch  that  divides  a  certain 
tract  of  land  willed  by  said  Gray  to  Milly  Smith  and  Rachel 
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Moyher,  and  also  lying  north  of  Chattooga  river."  The  de- 
fendant filed  a  plea  in  these  words :  "  The  defendant  says  he  is 
not  guilty  of  the  matters  alleged  in  plaintiffs'  complaint,  except 
as  hereinafter  stated,  to-wit:  for  further  plea,  the  defendant 
says,  that  he  is  not  now,  nor  was  he  at  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  in  the  possession  of  the  lands  described  in  said  com- 
plaint, except  about  twenty-seven  (27)  acres,  to-wit :  the  house 
and  lot  on  which  he  resides,  and  about  twenty-six  (26)  acres  of 
bottom  lands,  which  the  defendant  has  cleared  and  put  in  cul- 
tivation on  said  lands  since  the  1st  day  of  March,  1878,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  a  lease  in  writing  made  to  the  defendant  by 
plaintiffs'  lessor ;  and  defendant  disclaims  the  possession  of  any 
part  of  said  lands  mentioned  in  said  complaint,  at  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  except  that  part  of  said  lands 
stated  in  this  plea."  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  "  1st, 
because  said  plea  of  disclaimer  is  indefinite,  ancj  is  not  specific 
and  sufficient  as  to  the  portion  of  land  as  to  which  he  does  not  dis- 
claim ;  and,  2d,  because  it  should  set  out  said  land  by  definite 
and  certain  description,  which  it  fails  to  do ;  and  because  it 
does  not  show  said  lease  was  unexpired,  or  set  out  said  lease 
sufficiently,  and  is  insufficient  in  pleading  a  lease."  The 
court  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  required  the  plaintiff  to  take 
issue  on  said  plea;  and  the  cause  was  tried  on  issue  joined  on 
that  plea. 

The  pMntiffs  claimed  the  lands  under  a  deed  from  Milly 
Smith  to  them,  which  was  dated  the  10th  January,  1881,  at- 
tested by  two  witnesses,  and  purported  to  be  executed  in  Bar- 
tow county,  Georgia;  and  appended  to  it 'was  a  certificate  of 
acknowledgment,  in  the  statutory  form,  purporting  to  have 
been  made  by  the  ordinary  of  said  county  of  Bartow,  on  the 
day  of  the  date  of  the  deed ;  and  also  a  certificate  of  the  judge 
of  probate  of  said  county  of  Cherokee,  as  to  the  filing  and  reg- 
istration of  said  deed  in  his  office  on  the  26th  February,  1881. 
On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  states,  the  plaintiffs  of- 
fered this  deed  in  evidence,  "  with  the  indorsements  thereon." 
*'  The  defendant  objected  to  the  introduction  of  said  deed,  and 
the  court  sustained  the  objection,  and  refused  to  allow  said  deed 
to  go  to  the  jury;  to  which  ruling  the  plaintiffs  excepted." 
The  plaintiff  then  proved  the  handwriting  of  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses to  said  deed,  and  their  residence  in  Georgia;  and  on 
this  proof  the  deed  was  admitted  in  •vidence,  and  was  read  to 
the  jury.  The  plaintiffs  then  introduced  a  wdtness  who  testi- 
fied to  the  rental  value  of  the  lands,  "  and  that  the  defendant 
was  in  possession  of  the  houses  and  lots  and  part  of  the  bottom 
lands.  Said  witness  was  asked,  on  cross-examination,  when  did 
the  defendant  clear  the.  bottom  lands,  and  who  is  in  possession 
of  said  twenty-six  acres ;  to  which  question  plaintiffs  objected, 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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but  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  permitted  the  wit- 
ness to  answer;  and  plaintiffs  then  and  there  excepted'." 

The  defendant  had  entered  into  possession  of  the  lands,  and 
still  iield  and  claimed  the  nght  to  hold  the  portions  for  which 
he  defended,  under  a  written  lease  dated  April  9th,  1878,  which 
was  in  these  words:  "This  indenture,  or  contract,  entered  into 
between  Milly  Smith,  of  Bartow  county,  Georgia,  of  the  first 
part,  and  Fleming  McDaniel,  of  Cherokee  county,  Alabama,  of 
the  second  part :  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  Milly 
Smith,  of  the  first  part,  have  this  day  leased  to  the  said  F.  Mc- 
Daniel, of  the  second  part,  so  much  of  my  land  now  unimproved, 
and  lying  in  Cherokee  county,  Alabama,  near  Gaylesville,  and 
lying  on  the  Chattooga  river,  upon  the  following  conditions : 
The  said  McDaniel  is  to  build,  at  his  own  expense,  a  comfortable 
house  or  houses,  such  as  he  may  need  for  his  own  use ;  and  he 
is  to  clear  twenty  acres,  more  or  less,  as  he  can,  this  year,  and 
to  have  the  use  of  the  same  for  the  term  of  three  years,  or  for 
three  crops;  and  what  he  clears  during  the  second  and  third 
years,  he  is  to  have  and  use  upon  the  same  terms.  The  said 
McDaniel  is  to  inclose  the  lands  he  clears  with  a  good  and  law- 
ful fence;  and  is  to  sell  all  the  wood  he  can  from  the  clearings, 
and  to  pay  me  one-half  the  proceeds  of  sale.  The  lease  [is]  to 
commence  nmning  from  the  1st  January,  1878;  and  at  the  ex- 
piration of  three  years,  the  said  McDaniel  is  to  give  possession 
of  the  first  year's  clearing,  if  he  does  not  choose  to  rent  upon 
such  terms  as  we  could  agree  upon ;  and  so,  of  the  clearings  of 
the  other  two  years.  In  case  I  should  sell  said  lands  before  the 
expiration  of  said  lease,  the  said  McDaniel  is  to  give  posses- 
sion, by  being  paid  a  reasonable  valuation  for  the  unexpired 
term  of  said  lease ;  provided,  also,  that  the  said  McDaniel  shall 
not  be  required  to  give  possession,  or  surrender  the  lease,  in 
the  spring  of  tlie  year,  after  having  made  arrangements  for  a 
crop  on  said  lands,  unless  said  lease  should  be  surrendered 
upon  terms  agreed  on  by  both  parties.  The  said  McDaniel  is 
to  have  the  refusal  of  renting  the  old  lands."  (Signed,  "  F,  L. 
Braxdox,  agent  for  Milly  Smith  /"  and  also  signed  by  said  Mc- 
Daniel, and  attested  by  two  witnesses.) 

The  defendant  offered  this  lease  in  evidence,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs objected  to  its  admission,  "  because  there  was  no  proof  of 
its  execution,  and  no  proof  that  said  Brandon  was  the  agent  of 
Milly  Smith,  and  was  authorized  to  execute  said  lease."  The 
court  sustained  the  objection,  and  excluded  the  lease.  ''  The 
defendant  then  offered  in  evidence  a  bill  in  chancery,  filed 
against  him  by  said  plaintiffs,  with  the  exhibits  thereto;  to  the 
introduction  of  which  the  plaintiffs  objected,  but  the  court  over- 
ruled the  objection,  and  allowed  said  bill  and  exhibits  to  be 
read  to  the  jury  as  evidence ;  and  plaintiffs  then  and  there  duly 
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excepted."  This  bill  was  filed  on  the  5th  December,  1878,  and 
was  verified  by  the  oath  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  Its  object  and 
prayer  was  to  enjoin  and  restrain  the  defendant,  said  McDaniel^ 
from  cutting  timber,  or  otherwise  committing  waste  on  the 
lands  sued  for,  which  the  complainants  alleged  they  had  pur- 
chased from  said  Milly  Smith  on  the  14tli  November,  1878, 
taking  her  bond  conditioned  to  make  them  a  good  title  on  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  which  bond  was  made  an  ex- 
hibit to  the  bill.  The  lease  to  McDaniel  was  also  made  an  ex- 
hibit to  the  bill,  and  its  execution  was  thus  alleged  in  the  bill  r 
"Heretofore,  on  the  —  day  of  April,  1878,  one  Milly  Smith 
was  seized  and  possessed  in  fee  ol  certain  lands  situated  in  said 
county,  and  hereinafter  more  particularly  described  ;  and  being 
so  seized,  by  a  certain  indenture,  or  contract,  bearing  date  the 
9th  April,  1878,  made  between  said  Milly  Smith  and  said  Flem- 
ing McDaniel,  did  demise,  let  or  lease  to  said  McDaniel  all  that 
portion  or  parcel  of  land  unimproved,  known  as  the  Gray 
place,"  etc.  The  bill  alleged,  also,  that  the  complainants  "  have 
demanded  possession  of  said  property  so  described  as  aforesaid, 
and  although  they  have  tendered  to  said  lessee,  McDaniel,  a 
fair  valuation  for  said  improvements,  or  any  improvements,  and 
a  reasonable  valuation  for  the  unexpired  term  of  said  lease,  he 
refused  to  surrender  the  possession  to  your  orators,  and  still 
refuses ;  and  said  McDaniel  is  insolvent,  and  unable  to  respond 
in  damages  for  any  injury,  trespass,  or  waste  committed  on  said 
lands." 

"  The  defendant  then  testified  as  a  witness  for  himself,  as 
follows:  'I  took  possession  of  said  lands  in  t\iQ  fall  (?)  of  1878, 
in  February.  I  cleared  six  acres  of  said  land  in  the  bottom  in 
1879,  in  the  summer.'  Plaintiffs  objected  to  said  last  answer 
as  evidence,  because  irrelevant  under  the  issue,  and  excepted  to 
the  overruling  of  their  objection.  The  defendant's  counsel 
then  asked  him,  '  Do  you  remember  the  day  you  put  Mr.  Cal- 
lan  in  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy  ?  if  so,  state  it.' 
Plaintiffs  objected  to  this  question,  because  it  was  illegal,  irrel- 
evant, and  leading,  and  because  it  embodied  a  presumption ; 
which  objection  being  overruled  by  the  court,  the  defendant 
answered,  that  he  put  said  Callan  in  possession,  or  surrendered 
possession  of  said  twenty  acres  of  bottom  land  to  him,  some 
time  last  year.  Defendant  then  stated,  on  cross-examination, 
that  he  took  possession  of  the  land  in  controversy  in  the  spring 
of  1878.  He  was  then  handed  a  writing,  and  was  asked  if  he 
signed  and  swore  to  said  writing;  and  answered,  that  he  did." 
(This  writing  is  not  set  out,  nor  does  the  bill  of  exceptions  show 
what  it  was.)  "  M.  M.  Russell  was  then  introduced  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  testified  that  defendant  cleared  about  six  acres  of  the 
lands  in  controversy  in  the  summer  of  1879.     Plaintiffs'  coun- 
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«el  lianded  said  Russell  an  affidavit,  and  asked  him  if  he  signed 
and  swore  to  said  paper ;  and  he  answered,  that  he  did."  This 
affidavit,  which  was  afterwards  offered  in  evidence  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, was  sworn  to  and  subscribed  on  the  22d  Octol^r.  1879, 
and  seems  to  have  been  used  in  the  chancery  cause,  in  defense 
of  some  motion  or  proceeding  for  a  contempt  of  the  injunction, 
though  that  fact  is  not  stated.  In  it  said  Russell  stated  on  oath 
that,  "of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  said  McDonald  has  not  cut, 
felled  and  destroyed  any  timber  upon  said  land,  outside  of  his 
clearing,  either  on  or  about  the  4tli  day  of  August,  1879,  or  at 
any  other  time,  in  contempt  of  the  order  of  this  honorable 
court ;  nor  has  he  entered  upon  said  tract,  nor,  with  othei*s  em- 
ployed by  him,  cut,  felled  or  destroyed  any  timber;  nor  does 
he  Wieve  that  said  McDaniel  has  ever  avowed  any  intention  to 
continue  to  clear  up  said  lands."  When  this  affidavit  was  of- 
fered in  evidence  by  the  plaintiffs,  the  defendant  objected  to 
its  admission,  and  the  court  sustained  the  objection  ;  to  which 
ruling  the  plaintiffs  duly  excepted.  The  record  does  not  state 
for  what  purpose  the  alHdavit  was  offered,  nor  on  what  ground 
it  was  objected  to  and  excluded. 

The  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence,  in  rebuttal,  the  writ  of  in- 
junction issued  in  the  chancery  cause,  by  which  the  defendant 
was  restrained  "from  committing  or  permitting  any  further 
waste  or  destruction  of  timber,  and  from  cutting,  clearing  or 
felling  timber  on  said  lands;"  which  writ  was  issued  on  the ^fiat 
of  a  circuit  judge,  on  the  tiling  of  the  bill,  and  was  served  on 
the  defendant  on  the  13th  December,  1871*^.  The  court  ex- 
cluded the  writ  as  evidence,  oh  motion  of  the  defendant,  and 
the  plaintiffs  excepted.  The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  state 
the  purpose  for  which  this  evidence  was  offered,  nor  the  ground 
of  ol>jection  to  it.  One  of  the  plaintiffs  being  examined  as  a 
witness,  he  was  asked  by  defendant,  on  cross-examination,  "  Did 
not  defendant  clear  up,  in  the  summer  of  1879,  some  six  acres 
of  land  in  the  l)ottom  ?"  The  plaintiff  objected  to  this  ques- 
tion, "because  irrelevant,  and  because  the  defendant  could  not 
claim  a  benefit  from  acts  done  after  he  was  enjoined  from  doing 
them,  and  after  plaintiffs'  purchase  of  the  land."  The  court 
overruled  the  objection,  and  the  plaintiffs  reserved  an  excep- 
tion ;  and  the  witness  answered  the  (jnestion  in  the  affirmative. 
The  plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  a  paragraph  contained  in  the 
defendant's  answer  to  the  bill  in  chancery,  in  which  he  stated 
that  he  had  cleared  up  and  put  in  cultivation,  in  the  spring  of 
the  year  1878,  "a  large  body  of  said  lands,  known  as  'river 
bottom  lands,'  to-wit,  about  twenty-eight  acres ;"  and  the  court 
allowed  the  defendant,  iti  rebuttal,  to  introduce  his  entire  an- 
swer; to  which  ruling  admitting  it  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

"  This  being  all  the  evidence,"  the  court  gave  the  following 
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charges  to  the  jury,  on  tlie  request  of  the  defendant:  (1.)  "If 
the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  deHv- 
ered  or  surrendered  said  lands,  or  tliat  plaintiffs  were  in  posses- 
sion of  all  that  portion  of  the  lands  they  were  entitled  to  under 
their  purchase,  before  this  suit  was  brought,  then  plaintiffs  can 
not  recover."  (2.)  "  That  before  the  jury  can  find  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, they  must  be  convinced  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiffs 
were  seized  and  possessed  of  said  lands  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  and  that  since  said  possession  accrued  defend- 
ant dispossessed  them."  (3.)  "That  if  plaintiffs  were,  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  in  possession  of  all  except  the  lands 
on  w4iich  defendant's  lease  had  not  expired,  then  they  can  not 
recover."  (4.)  "  That  plaintiffs  were  bound  by  any  leasal  con- 
tract made  by  Milly  Smith,  their  vendor,  with  the  defendant.'^ 

The  plaintiffs  duly  excepted  to  each  of  these  charges  as  given^ 
and  then  requested  the  following  charges,  which  were  in  writ- 
ing :  (1.)  "  If  the  defendant  relies  on  a  lease,  he  must  prove 
the  existence  (i)  of  that  lease,  its  terms  and  provisions;  and  if  the 
lease  was  executed  by  an  agent,  he  must  show  the  agent's  au- 
thority to  execute  it."  (2.)  "A  lease  of  Milly  Smith's  lands, 
made  by  F.  L.  Brandon,  would  not  bind  Milly  Smith,  unless 
she  had  empowered  Brandon  to  make  such  lease."  (3.)  "The 
defendant,  if  he  claims  under  a  lease,  must  prove  such  lease, 
and  its  execution  by  a  person  authorized  to  execute  it."  (4.) 
"  After  the  purchase  by  plaintiffs  from  Milly  Smith,  the  defend- 
ant had  no  authority  to  clear  additional  land,  and  hold  it  for 
three  years  thereafter,  under  the  lease  with  Milly  Smith."  (5.) 
"  When  Milly  Smith  sold  to  plaintiffs,  then  the' lease  to  McDan- 
iel ceased  to  operate  further  than  as  to  that  portion  of  the  land 
already  cleared."  The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and 
the  plaintiffs  duly  excepted  to  their  refusal. 

All  the  rulings  of  the  court  to  which,  as  above  stated,  excep- 
tions were  reserved,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

Waldkx  &  Son,  and  Waits  &  Sons,  for  appellant. 

McSpadden,  Garden  &  Burnett,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — 1.  In  ejectment,  or  in  the  correspond- 
ing statutory  real  action,  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  an  admission 
by  the  defendant  that  he  is  in  possession  of  the  premises  sued 
for,  unless  he  accompanies  it  with  a  statement  upon  the  record, 
limiting  the  extent  of  his  possession.  In  that  event,  it  becomes 
an  admission  of  possession  only  of  such  part  of  the  premises 
as  is  designated  in  .the  statement. — Code  of  1876.  ^§  2692-3. 
The  statute  is  an  affirmation  of  the  24:th  rule  of  practice  in  the 
Circuit  Courts,  in  reference  to  the  consent  rule  in  actions  of 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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ejectnient,  wliich  was  borrowed  from  a  rule  of  the  Kiriff's 
Bench.— 2  Tidd's  Pr.  1226;  Bernstein  v.  Ilumea,  60  Ala. 
582.  It  is  not  pleading  which  is  contemplated,  but  simply  a 
statement  upon  the  record  of  the  extent  of  the  possession  of 
the  defendant,  that  it  may  be  known  for  what  part  of  the 
premises  he  a))pears  and  defends.  The  statement  is  sufficient — 
answers  all  the  purposes  for  which  it  is  intended — when  with 
reasonable  certainty  it  designates  and  describes  a  part,  so  that 
it  is  distinguished  from  the  residue  of  the  })remises.  If  it  be 
vague  and  uncertain,  a  motion  should  be  made  to  strike  it  from 
the  record,  leaving  the  plea  of  not  guilty  to  stand  an  admission 
of  the  possession  of  the  entire  premises.  It  is  not,  like  plead- 
ing, subject  to  demurrer.  The  statement  in  the  present  case, 
to  which  a  demurrer  was  interposed,  is  not  objectionable  for 
uncertainty  or  indetiniteness  of  description  of  the  part  of  the 
premises  of  which  possession  is  admitted.  There  could  be  no 
difficulty  in  separating  that  part  from  the  residue  of  the 
premises;  and  the  inference  is  just,  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  are 
presumed  to  know  tlie  entire  premises,  were  not  left  in  doubt 
as  to  the  part  for  which  the  defendant  appeared  to  litigate  with 
them  the  title,  or  the  right  of  possession. 

2.  It  is  unimportant  whether  the  Circuit  Court  erred  or 
not,  in  refusing  to  permit  the  deed  from  Milly  Smith  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  read  in  evidence,  without  other  proof  of  execu- 
tion than  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment.  The  execution 
was  afterwards  sufficiently  proved,  and  the  deed  read  in  evi- 
dence, rendering  its  rejection  in  the  first  instance  wholly  im- 
material. 

3.  There  are  several  objections  to  questions  propounded  to 
witnesses,  but  the  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  show  the  evidence 
which  was  elicited  by  them.  It  may  be  the  answers  consisted 
only  of  a  disavowal  of  all  knowledge  touching  the  matters  of 
which  inquiry  was  made,  or  were  wholly  immaterial,  or  the 
evidence  was  favorable  to  the  plaintiffs.  There  can  not  be  a 
reversal  of  a  judgment,  because  improper  questions  are  pro- 
pounded to  witnesses,  unless  it  is  shown  that  in  response  to 
them  improper  evidence  was  elicited  and  admitted. 

4.  The  bill  in  etpiity  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  de- 
fendant, was  verified  by  affidavit.  It  is  true,  that  a  bill  in 
equity,  not  verified,  is  regarded  as  containing  rather  the  sug- 
gesti<Mi8  of  counsel,  than  the  deliberate  statements  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  is  not,  in  a  collateral  suit,  admissible  evidence 
against  him  of  the  facts  stated  in  it. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  829,  §  353. 
But,  when  it  is  verified,  because  of  the  solemnity  and  deliber- 
ateness  attached  to  an  oath  taken  in  the  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, a  different  rule  obtains.  The  bill  is  then  treated  as 
a  statement  of  facts  admitted  by  the  complainant,  and  becomes 
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evidence  against  liim  in  collateral  suits: — McRea  v.  Ins.  Batik, 
of  Columbus,  16  Ala.  755  ;  McLemore  v.  Nuckolls,  37  Ala. 
662.  The  bill  with  explicitness  avers  the  execution  of  the 
lease  by  Milly  Smith  to  the  defendant.  That  was  a  material 
fact,  upon  which  the  equity  of  the  bill  depended.  The  aver- 
ment was.  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
lease,  and  of  the  authority  of  Brandon,  as  agent,  to  execute  it. 

5.  The  term  .of  the  lease  was  three  years,  reserving  to  the 
lessee  the  right  to  occupy  for  three  years  such  parts  of  the 
premises  as  he  reduced  to  cultivation  each  year  of  the  term. 
The  reservation,  like  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  or  a  cove- 
nant to  cultivate  the  land  in  a  particular  manner,  or  a  covenant 
for  a  renewal  of  the  lease,  runs  with  the  land,  and  is  binding 
upon  the  assignee  of  the  reversion. — Taylor's  Land.  &  Ten. 
§  262.  It  was,  of  consequence,  proper  to  permit  the  defendant 
to  prove  that,  in  1879,  he  had  cleared  six  acresof  tlie  lands. 
Of  it  he  was  entitled  to  possession  for  three  years,  or  a  period 
extending  beyond  the  commencement  of  the  present  suit.  Nor 
can  we  perceive  any  objection  to  evidence  that,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  the  defendant  had  surrendered  to  the 
plaintiffs  the  possession  of  parts  of  the  premises. 

G.  The  writ  of  injunction  was  offered,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  lands  of  wliich  defendant  claimed  to  hold 
possession  were  cleared  after  the  issue  and  service  of  the  writ, 
and  in  violation  of  its  mandate.  If  tliis  be  true,  the  violation 
of  the  injunction  was  a  contempt  of  the  Court  of  Chancer^'-, 
and  could  in  that  court,  while  the  proceedings  were  in  fieri, 
have  been  punished.  But,  if  the  plaintiffs  sul)mitted  to  the 
violation,  suffering  the  suit  in  equity  to  continue  in  progress, 
and  ripen  into  a  final  decree,  other  courts  can  not  inquire  into 
it  collaterally,  and  visit  it  with  a  forfeiture  of  rights  the  court 
of  equity  may  not  have  been  willing  to  impose.  In  that  court, 
there  are  many  equitable  considerations  involved  in  an  applica- 
tion to  punish  a  party  for  a  violation  of  an  injunction  while 
the  cause  is  in  fieri.  The  motives  of  the  party  oi)taining  the 
injunction,  the  good  or  bad  faith,  and  tiie  conduct  of  the  party 
charged  with  its  violation,  are  all  considered.  If  other  courts 
should  intervene,  and  determine  collatei'ally  that  there  has  been 
the  violation  of  an  injunction,  the  consequences  which  are  to 
result  could  not  be  adjusted  as  a  court  of  equity  would  adjust 
them ;  and  if  the  parties  aggrieved  do  not  apply  to  that  court, 
they  can  not  ask  other  courts  to  assume  its  jurisdiction.  If  the 
suit  in  equity  has  passed  into  a  final  decree,  and  the  injunc- 
tion been  perpetuated,  the  court  adjudging  the  defendant  was 
without  right  to  clear  the  lands  in  controversy,  the  decree 
would  be  admissible  evidence,  and  conclusive.  That  is  not,  how- 
ever, the  question  now  presented. 

Vol.  lxxii. 
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7.  There  was  no  conflict  between  the  evidence  of  Rusgell 
on  the  trial  in  the  court  below,  and  thestatementpin  the  former 
affidavit  introduced  to  impeach  him.  The  two  are  reconcilable, 
if  they  are  not  corroborating.  Impeaching  statements,  or  state- 
ments supposed  to  be  imi^aching  of  a  witness,  are  inadmissible, 
unless  they  are  contradictory  of  a  material  statement  made  by 
him  on  the  trial.  When  the  two  statements  are  reconcilable, 
the  one  can  not  be  received  to  contradict  the  other. — 1  Whart. 
Ev.  §  558. 

8.  The  plaintiffs  having  read  in  evidence  a  part  of  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  to  the  bill  in  equity,  it  was  the  right 
of  the  defendant  to  read  the  whole. — llaiiyrence  v.  Ocean  Tns. 
Co.,  11  Johns.  269. 

9.  The  several  instructions  requested  by  the  plaintiffs 
touching  the  execution  of  the  lease,  it  may  be  conceded,  assert 
correct  Te^al  propositions.  But  it  is  obvious,  if  they  had  been 
given,  witliout  the  aid  of  additional  or  explanatory  instructions, 
the  attention  of  the  jury  would  have  been  withdrawn  from 
the  evidence  of  Brandon's  authority  to  execute  the  lease.  In- 
structions requested,  ignoring  or  obscuring  material  evidence, 
or  which  would  devolve  upon  the  court  the  duty  of  giving  ad- 
ditional instructions  to  prevent  them  from  misleading,  may  1)6 
refused.  The  remaining  instructions  re(piested  were  properly 
refused.  The  sale  to  the  plaintiffs  did  not,  of  itself,  terminate 
the  lease,  nor  did  it  terminate  the  right  of  the  lessee  to  con- 
tinue the  clearing  of  the  lands.  The  purchasers  could  have 
terminated  the  lease,  and  all  rights  of  the  lessee  under  it,  by 
paying  him  a  refmmalAe  imluatifm  for  the  unexpired  term. 
That  is  the  only  event  upon  which  the  lease  stipulated  the  les- 
see would  surrender  possession,  if  the  lessor  made  sale  of  the 
lands  during  the  term.  Until  the  happening  of  that  event, 
the  lease  continued  in  full  force,  and  its  covenants  were  binding 
upon  the  assignees  of  the  reversion. 

10.  There  can  l)e  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  the  first, 
tliird,  and  fourth  instructions,  given  at  the  instance  of  the  de- 
fendant. They  state  simple  truisms.  The  second  instruction, 
it  may  be,  is  so  expressed,  that  it  had  a  tendency  to  mislead  the 
jury.  It  may  have  conveyed  to  them  the  impression,  that  the 
plaintiffs  could  not  recover  unless,  before  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  they  had  actual  possession  of  the  lands  in  contro- 
versy, and  the  defendant  entered  and  disposed  them ;  a  propo- 
sition manifestly  erroneous,  and  which  it  can  not  be  presumed 
the  court  intended  to  assert.  It  is  capjible  of  the  construction 
that,  to  maintain  the  action,  the  plaintiffs  must  have  l)een 
seized — must  have  had  a  seizin,  giving  to  them  constnictive 
possession,  or  rather  drawing  to  it  the  right  of  immediate  pos- 
session; and  after  the  seizin,  the  defendant  must  have  wrong- 
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fully  entered,  or  must  have  wrongfully  remained  in  possession'. 
Adopting  this  construction,  the  proposition  asserted  is,  that  a 
present  right  of  entry  and  possession  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  a  wrongful  possession  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^ 
must  concur  to  support  the  action.  The  instruction  is  very 
nearly  a  repetition  of  the  words  of  the  statutory  form  of  com- 
plaint, and  was,  perhaps,  drawn  from  them.  The  tendency  of 
the  instruction  to  mislead  the  jury,  would  have  justified  the 
court  below  in  refusing  to  give  it.  But  the  court  having  given 
it,  if  the  plaintiffs  apprehended  injury  from  it,  an  explanatory 
instruction  should  have  been  requested,  obviating  the  tendency 
to  mislead.  The  tendency  of  instructions  given  to  mislead,  is 
not  an  error  which  will  avail  to  reverse  a  judgment. — 1  Brick. 
Dig.  344,  §  129. 

We  iind  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  must  be 
affirmed. 


Kelly  V,  Karsner. 

Bill  In  Equity  to  establish  Parol  Trust  in  Lands. 

1.  Parties  to  bill. — When  lands  are  held  in  trust,  express  or  implied, 
and  the  cestui  que  trust  dies,  the  right  to  enforce  the  trust  descends  to  all 
of  his  heirs  equally,  and  all  are  necessary  parties'  to  a  bill  filed  for  that 
purpose. 

2.  Parol  trust  in  lands. — Oral  evidence,  to  overturn  a  trust  in  any  case, 
must  be  clear  and  convincing;  and  can  not  be  received  (Code,  §  2199)  to 
engraft  an  express  trust  on  a  conveyance  of  lands  which  is  absolute  in  its 
terms. 

3.  Resulting  trtist,  implied  from  payment  of  purchase-money . — A  result- 
ing trust  in  lands,  in  favor  of  the  person  who  advances  the  purchase- 
money,  the  title  being  taken  in  the  name  of  another,  is  matter  of  implica- 
tion onh',  and  is  easily  overturned;  and  when  the  money  is  advanced  bj' 
a  husband  (or  father),  and  title  taken  in  the  name  of  the  wife  (or  child), 
the  presumption  of  a  trust  is  overturned,  and  the  presumption  arises  that 
an  advancement  was  intended. 

4.  Trust  in  fraud  of  creditors. — When  lands  are  conveyed  by  a  debtor 
to  his  wife  or  child,  with  the  intent  to  place  the  property  beyond  the  reach 
of  his  creditors,  and  to  be  held  in  secret  trust  for  his  own  benefit,  neither 
he  nor  his  heirs  can  enforce  the  trust.  •- 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  X.  S.  Geaham. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  tiled  on  the  10th  January,  1881,  by 
Joseph  B.  Kelly  and  Fleming  J.  Ivellj^,  sons  of  Russ6ll  J.  Kelly, 
deceased,  against  Mrs.  Eliza  J.  Karsner,  who  was  their  sister, 
George  W.  Karsner,  her  husband,  and  Mrs.  Keziah  W.  Kelly, 

Vol.  lxxk. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  107 

[Kelly  V.  Karsner.] 

who  was  the  widow  of  said  Russell  J.  Kelly ;  and  sought  to  en- 
force an  allecjed  trust  in  a  tract  of  land,  for  the  equal  l>enetit  of 
the  complainants  and  Mrs.  Karsner,  and  to  have  the  land  sold 
for  partition  ainonj^  them,  sul)ject  to  an  admitted  charge  or  lieu 
in  favor  of  the  widow.  The  tract  of  land  had  belonged  to  said 
Russell  J.Kelly,  and  was  conveyed  hy  hitn,  by  deed  dated  May 
18th,  1866.  to  his  wife,  Mrs.  Keziah  AV.  Kelly,  as  her  sole  and 
separate  estate.  This  deed,  which  was  duly  recorded,  and  a 
copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to  tlie  bill,  recited  as  its 
consideration  that  Mrs.  Kelly  had  relincpiished  her  right  of 
dower  in  other  lands,  at  the  instance  and  re(juest  of  her  hus- 
band, and  on  his  promise  to  convey  this  tract  to  her  in  consid- 
eration of  such  relinquishment;  but  the  bill  alleged,  that  this 
deed  was  executed  by  the  said  Russell  J.,  and  accepted  by  Mrs. 
Kelly,  "  with  an  understanding  and  agreement  between  them 
that  she  should  hold  said  land  in  trust  for  the  joint  benefit  of 
herself  and  said  Russell  J.  Kelly."  On  the  8th  October,  1874, 
Mrs.  Kelly  conveyed  said  tract  of  land,  by  deed  of  that  date, 
which  was  duly  acknowledged  and  recorded,  and  a  copy  of 
which  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  l>ill,  to  Mrs.  Eliza  W.  Kars- 
ner. The  consideration  recited  in  this  deed  was  the  present 
payment  of  ^1,0(>0;  but  the  bill  alleged,  that  the  consideration 
m  fact  was  "said  Russell  J.  Kelly's  relinquishment  of  his 
marital  rights  in  his  said  wife's  lands  in  Tennessee,  and  one 
thousand  dollars  to  be  afterwards  paid  to  her," — this  being  the 
charge  or  lien  admitted  by  the  bill;  "that  said  deed  was  exe- 
cuted at  the  request  of  the  said  Russell  J.,  for  his  sole  benefit, 
and  without  any  consideration  from  the  said  Eliza  J.  Karsner, 
and  was  accepted  by  her  with  the  understanding  and  agreement 
that  she  would  hold  said  lands  in  trust  f<.>r  the  sole  benefit  of  the 
said  Russell  J.  Kelly."  The  bill  alleged,  also,  that  said  Russell 
J.  Kelly  died,  intestate,  in  the  year  1878,  "  leaving  his  widow, 
said  Keziah  W.  Kelly,  and  three  children — namely,  your  orators 
and  said  Eliza  W.  Karsner — who  were  his  only  heirs-at-law  sur- 
viving him  ;"  and  that  Mrs.  Karsner  claimed  the  land  as  her  in- 
dividual property.  A  joint  and  several  answer  was  tiled  by 
Mrs.  Karsner,  her  husband,  and  Mrs.  Keziah  W.  Kelly;  deny- 
ing the  alleged  trusts,  or  parol  agreements,  as  to  each  of  the 
deeds,  and  insisting  that  each  was  an  absolute  conveyance  in 
fact,  as  on  its  face  it  purported  to  be.  On  final  hearing,  on 
pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill ;  and  his 
decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Cabaxiss  &  Ward,  and  Walker  &  Shelby,  for  appellants. 
(1.)  The  bill  seeks  to  enforce  a  resulting  trust  in  land,  implied 
or  arising  from  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  or  consid- 
eration ;  and  not,  as  the  chancellor  erroneously  supposed,  the 
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execution  of  a  parol  trust,  or  verbal  contract  in  relation  to  land. 
Such  contract  or  trust,  resting  in  parol,  is  expressly  forbidden 
by  the  statute,  and  can  not  be  enforced. — Code,  §  2199 ;  Pot- 
ion V.  Beecher^  62  Ala.  579.  This  statute,  and  this  principle, 
apply  only  to  the  conveyance  from  Russell  J.  Kelly  to  his  wife  ; 
as  to  which  deed  there  was  no  resulting  trust,  the  grantor  rely- 
ing solely  on  the  verbal  agreement,  which  he  could  not  have 
enforced.  But  the  conveyance  from  Mrs.  Kelly  to  Mrs.  Kars- 
ner  stands  on  different  facts  :  its  consideration  proceeded  wholly 
from  Russell  J.  Ivelly.  who  dictated  the  terms  on  w'hich  the 
property  should  be  held ;  these  terms  were  accepted  by  the 
grantor,  and  the  property  conveyed  as  agreed  on ;  and  the 
grantee,  who  had  no  participation  in  the  transaction,  and  even 
no  knowledge  of  the  facts  at  the  time,  afterwards  accepted  the 
deed  with  full  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  agreed  to  hf)ld  the 
property  on  the  terms  agreed  on.  The  trust  arises  from  the 
facts — the  payment  of  the  purchase-money  by  one  person,  while 
the  title  is  convej^ed  to  another;  and  not  from  the  agreement, 
admissions,  or  declarations  of  the  parties,  recognizing  the  trust 
which  the  law  implies  from  the  facts.  The  complainants  rely 
on  the  implied  trust,  which  the  law  raises  from  the  facts  stated 
and  proved  ;  and  they  allege  and  prove  the  declarations  and  ad- 
missions of  the  parties,  in  recognition  of  this  implied  trust,  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  a  gift  or  advancement,  which  might 
othervvise  be  implied.  If  the  law  would  raise  a  resulting  trust 
from  the  facts,  and  would  enforce  that  trust ;  on  what  principle 
can  the  express  admissions  and  declarations  of  the  parties,  in 
recognition  of  that  trust,  impair  or  destroy  it?  That  a  married 
woman  may  be  made  or  declared  a  trustee,  and  that  a  trust  may 
be  implied  and  enforced  against  her,  in  favor  of  her  husband, 
on  account  of  his  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  has  been  ex- 
pressly decided  by  this  court. — Harden  v.  Darwin  cfc  Pulley^ 
66  Ala.  55.  In  the  absence  of  direct  proof  to  the  contrary,  a 
gift  or  advancement  would  be  presumed  ;  and  yet,  here,  the 
effort  is  to  make  the  direct  proof  defeat  the  result  ng  trust.  A 
court  of  equity  will  regard  that  as  well  done,  which  it  would 
compel  the  parties  to  do ;  and  it  ought,  on  this  principle,  to 
give  effect  to  the  admissions  and  declarations  of  parties,  in 
recognition  of  a  trust  which  it  would  enforce  against  them  in 
invitum.  Such  a  trust,  as  betwe'en  these  parties,  could  only  be 
jiroved  by  their  admissions  and  declarations. 

2.  No  question  arises,  in  this  case,  as  to  the  rights  of  credit- 
ors, or  tlie  validity  of  the  transaction  as  against  them.  The  inten- 
tion of  Russell  K.  Kelly  to  place  the  property  beyond  the  reach 
of  supposed  creditors,  of  which  there  is  some  evidence,  is  out- 
side of  any  issue  made  Vjy  the  pleadings.  If  the  issue  had  been 
properly  presented,  the  complainants  might  have  shown,  as  the 
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fact  is,  that  he  was  legally  discharged  from  the  dehts  on  which 
he  was  sued,  and  successfully  defended  the  suits  against  him  ; 
and  there  could  be  no  fraud,  where  there  was  no  one  to  l>e  de- 
frauded. Besides,  the  consideration  of  his  deed  to  Mrs.  Kelly 
was  the  relinquishment  of  his  marital  rights  to  her  lands  in 
Tennessee,  wliich  could  not  be  a  fraud  on  his  creditors  in  Ala- 
bama. And  if  there  was  any  fraud  intended  or  attempted,  a& 
between  Kelly  and  his  wife,  Mrs.  Karsner  can  not  take  advantage 
of  it. — Mc Blair  v.  Giihes^  17  Howai'd,  236;  Arinstroixg  v. 
Tder,  11  Wheaton,  253. 

Jxo.  D.  Braxdon,  and  W.  B.  Wood,  c<mtra.—{\:)  The  bill 
does  not  seek  to  enforce  a  resulting  trust,  which  arises  by  mere 
implication  of  law,  but  an  express  trust,  created  by  the  contract 
and  agreement  of  the  parties ;  and  such  a  trust  in  land  can  not  be 
created  or  established  by  parol  evidence. — Code,  §  2199;  Pat- 
toii  V.  Beecher,  62  Ala.  587 ;  Glu^s  v.  Ilidhert,  102  Mass.  24 ; 
Hoge  V.  Hoge,  1  Watts,  163;  Movan  v.  Ilayes^  1  John.  Ch. 
339;  Perry  on  Trusts,  ^§  79,  81 ;  Browne  on  St.  Frauds,  94;  1 
Paige,  494.  (2.)  If  such  trust  could  be  established  by  parol, 
the  evidence  adduced  in  this  case  is  not  sufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose ;  the  complainants'  testimony  being  indefinite  and  incon- 
sistent, and  contradicted  on  all  material  points  by  the  defendants. 
1  Story's  Eq.  jj  152;  Perry  on  Trusts,  ^  137;  Rowland  v. 
Blake,  97  U.  S.  626;  Tilford  v.  Torrey,  53  Ala.  120;  Gan-ett 
V.  Garrett,  29  Ala.  439 ;  Larkins  v.  Rhodes,  5  Porter,  195 ; 
Lee  V.  B?'owder,  51  Ala.  288.  (3.)  If  there  was  any  secret 
trust,  it  was  intended  to  place  the  property  beyond  the  reach 
of  Kelly's  creditors ;  and  this  would  be  an  insuperable  obstacle 
to  its  enforcement. 

STONE,  J. — The  present  bill  was  filed  by  Joseph  B.  and 
Fleming  J.  Kelly,  against  Eliza  J.  Karsner,  their  sister.  All 
the  parties,  complainants  and  defendant,  are  children  of  Rus- 
sell J.  Kelly,  deceased.  The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  have  a 
trust  declared,  and  to  obtain  partition  of  the  lands  described  in 
the  bill.  It  is  not  disputed  that,  up  to  1866,  the  title  to  the 
lands  was  in  Russsll  J.  Kelly.  At  that  time,  he  conveyed  the 
lands,  upon  a  recited  valuable  consideration,  to  his  wife,  Keziah 
W.  Kelly,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use.  The  title  remained  in 
her  until  1874,  when  Russell  J.  and  his  wife,  Keziah  W.,  had 
a  voluntary  separation.  Being  about  to  separate,  Mrs.  Kelly 
proposed  to  re-convey  the  lands  to  Russell  J.  Kelly.  He  de- 
clined to  have  the  title  re-conveyed  to  him,  and,  at  his  instance 
and  suggestion,  they  were  cc)nveyed  by  Mrs.  Keziah  W.,  to  Eliza 
Karsner,  aHio  was  not  present,  and,  at  that  time,  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  transaction.     She  testifies,  she  was  notified  of  it 
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by  her  father,  within  a  few  days  after  the  deed  was  executed. 
This  deed  has  a  recited  consideration  of  one  thousand  dollars. 
The  bill  avers  that  the  deed  from  Russell  J.  to  Keziali  W. 
Kelly  was  made  in  trust  for  both  the  grantor  and  grantee ;  and 
that  the  deed  from  Keziah  W.  to  Eliza  J.  Karsner  was  made  in 
trust  for  the  said  Russell  J. 

The  frame  of  the  bill  would  indicate  that,  when  it  was  filed, 
the  expectation  and  intention  were  to  prove  that  the  convey- 
ance was  made  to  Mrs.  Karsner,  in  express  trust  for  her  father ; 
and  the  complainants  bring  this  bill  as  heirs-at-law  of  said  Russell 
J.,  claiming  in  his  right.  Whether  we  consider  the  case  of 
complainants  as  resting  on  such  alleged  express  trust,  or  as  re- 
lying on  the  doctrine  of  resulting  trust — namely,  that  Russell 
J.  Kelly  paid  the  consideration  money  which  induced  Mrs. 
Kelly  to  convey  to  Mrs.  Karsner,  and  therefore  a  trust  resulted 
by  implication  of  law  in  favor  of  said  Russell  J., — it  would 
seem  that,  in  either  aspect,  the  bill  is  imperfect.  It  is  shown 
that  Mr.  Kelly  had  other  heirs ;  and  if  the  lands  were  held  in 
trust  for  him,  whether  by  express  ageement,  or  "under  legal 
implication,  w^hen  he  died,  that  beneficial  interest  descended 
alike  to  all  his  heirs,  and  all  should  be  made  parties  to  this 
«uit. 

All  the  testimony  offered  in  proof  of  an  express  trust  is  oral, 
it  not  being  alleged,  or  shown,  that  there  was  any  writing  de- 
claring such  trust.  The  testimony  is  as  inharmonious  and  con- 
tradictory as  can  be  found  in  the  annals  of  judicial  contestation, 
«ven  since  parties  have  been  made  competent  witnesses  in  their 
own  causes.  The  tendency  of  complainants'  proof  is,  not  that 
a  trust  w-as  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  father,  but  that  the 
trust  was  for  their  benefit,  in  common  with  their  sister,  Mrs.  Kars- 
ner; and  the  proof  on  this  point,  even  by  complainants'  wit- 
nesses, is  not  in  harmony.  Some  witnesses  state,  simply,  that 
the  elder  Kelly  only  said  his  sons  must  have  more  land,  with- 
out specifying  quantity.  Defendant's  witnesses  testify  there 
was  no  trust  in  either  conveyance.  Much  of  the  testimony,  on 
both  sides,  is  mere  hearsay.  If  such  testimony  were  competent 
to  establish  an  express  trust,  engrafted  on  an  absolute  convey- 
ance of  lands,  we  should  hesitate  before  pronouncing  complain- 
ants' proof  sufficient.  Oral  proof,  to  overturn  a  writing,  should 
be  clear  and  convincing.  But  such  proof  can  not  be  heard,  to 
engraft  an  express  trust  on  a  conveyance  of  lands,  absolute  in 
its  terms. — Patton  v.  Beecher^  62  Ala.  579.  So,  we  must  treat 
this  case,  as  if  the  oral  proof  of  intention  had  not  been  made. 

It  is  contended,  in  the  second  place,  that  Russell  J.  Kelly 
paid  a  valuable  consideration  to  Mrs.  Kelly,  for  the  conveyance 
she  made  to  Mrs.  Karsner,  and  that  therefore  a  trust  resulted 
to  him  to  claim  and  have  the  title,  because  the  valuable  con- 
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sideration  moved  from  him ;  and  such  trust,  at  his  deatii,  de- 
scended to,  his  heirs.  If  there  were  anything  in  this  point, 
the  testimony  as  to  consideration  is  subject  to  much  criticism. 
The  testimony  of  Mrs.  Kelly  is,  that  only  a  power  of  attorney 
was  given  to  lier ;  and  if  so,  that  power  was  revocable,  and  was 
of  little  or  no  value.  She  also  says  this  was  an  after-thought, 
and  not  the  consideration  of  her  deed  U>  Mrs.  Karsner.  But  we 
need  not  decide  this. 

The  doctrine  of  resulting  trust  is  one  of  sheer  implication  ; 
and  that  implication  may  be  easily  overturned.  If  a  husband 
or  father  purchase  lands  with  his  own  means,  and  have  title 
made  to  his  wife  or  child,  the  presumption  of  a  resulting  trust 
is  overturned,  and  the  contrary  presumption  arises,  that  the 
purchase  and  conveyance  were  intended  as  an  advancement  for 
the  nominal  purchaser. — Perry  on  Trusts,  §§  143-4,  and  the  nu- 
merous authorities  cited.  So,  even  if  Russell  J.  Kelly  paid  to 
his  wife  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  conveyance  she  made 
to  Mrs.  Karsner,  his  daughter,  no  implication  of  a  trust  arises 
in  his  favof. — Ilatton  v.  jLa7idman,  28  Ala.  127. 

There  is  another  insuperable  obstacle  to  the  relief  prayed  in 
this  bill.  The  testimony  which  proves  the  transactions  which 
resulted,  first,  in  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Kelly,  and  then  from 
her  to  Mrs.  Karsner,  shows  clearly  that  the  elder  Kelly's  pur- 
pose was,  to  i)lace  the  property  l)eyond  the  reach  of  creditors, 
to  whom  he  feared  he  would  be  made  liable,  as  surety  for  oth- 
ers. Xow,  no  matter  what  consideration  he  may  have  paid  to 
his  wife,  Mrs.  Kelly,  for  tlfe  conveyance  she  made  to  Mrs.  Kars- 
ner, the  act  of  taking — intentionally  taking — title  in  the  name 
of  his  daughter,  with  intent  thereby  to  delay,  hinder,  or  de- 
fraud his  creditors,  disarms  him  of  all  right  to  recover,  no  mat- 
ter what  her  agreement  to  hold  in  trust,  or  to  re-convey,  may 
have  been.  Not  that  such  a  conveyance  gives  her  an  honest 
right  to  hold,  but,  because  of  his  vicious  intent,  he  forfeits  all 
right  to  recover. — Ju7ig  v.  Aveinj^  61  Ala.  479 ;  3  Wait's  Act. 
«k  Def.  199. 

Affirmed.  • 
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Alabama  Great  Southern  Railroad  Co» 
V.  Hawk. 

Action  against  Railroad  Company,  for  Personal  Injuries. 

1.  Contributory  negligence ;  standing  on  platform  of  car  while  in  motion. 
A  regulation  forbidding  passengers  to  stand  on  the  platform  of  a  car  while 
the  train  is  in  motion  being  reasonable  and  proper,  a  passenger  who  is 
injured  while  standing  on  the  platform,  in  violation  of  such  regulation,  is 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and  can  not  maintain  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  such  injuries. 

2.  Failure  to  bloiv  whistle,  or  ring  hell,  on  approaching  depot  or  station. 
The  statutory  provisions  requiring  the  engineer,  or  other  person  in  charge 
of  a  moving  train  of  cars,  to  blow  the  whistle,  or  ring  the  bell,  on  ap- 
proaching a  depot  or  stopping-place  (Code,  §§  1699,  1700),  are  intended 
for  the  protection  of  the  travelling  public,  or  persons  not  on  the  train ; 
and  passengers  on  the  train  are  not,  ordinarily,  included  in  the  letter  or 
spirit  of  the  statute,  and  can  not  complain  of  its  violation,  when  suing 
for  damages  on  account  of  personal  injuries,  to  which  the  failure  to  ring 
the  bell  could  have  had  no  tendency  to  contribute ;  though  cases  may 
occur,  possi]:)ly,  in  which  passengers,  or  other  persons  permissively  on 
the  train,  are  entitled  to  have  such  signals  given,  as  a  warning  to  hasten 
their  departure. 

3.  Limitation  of  action ;  date  and  form  of  summons,  and  amendment 
thereof. — The  limitation  of  an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries,  is  o»e  year  (Code,  §  3231) ;  and  in 
determining  when  the  action  was  commenced,  the  date  or  form  of  the 
summons  is  not  conclusive,  it  being  amendable  in  these  particulars  on 
proper  evidence, 

4.  Construction  of  summons;  charge  referring  legal  question  to  jury. 
It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  determine  whether  the  summons  is  an  orig- 
inal or  an  alias,  and  a  charge  which  refers  the  decision  of  that  question 
to  the  jury  is  erroneous. 

5.  Agent's  admissions  or  declarations ;  wlien  admissible  as  evidence 
against  principal. — The  admissions  or  declarations  of  an  agent  are  ad- 
missible as  evidence  against  his  principal,  only  when  made  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  as  agent,  and  so  closely  connected  with  the  main 
transaction  in  issue  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gcstiv. 

6.  Wlien  declarations  are  part  of  res  gestiv. — In  determining  whether 
declarations  fall  within  the  pnnciple  of  res  gestce,  while  it  is  not  necessary 
that  they  should  be  strictly  contemporaneous  with  the  main  fact  in  issue, 
they  must  be  so  nearly  coincident  in  point  of  time  as  to  grow  out  of  that 
fact,  to  elucidate  it,  and  to  explain  its  character  and  quality,  and  must 
be  so  closely  connected  with  it  as  to  virtually  constitute  but  one  entire 
transaction, 

7.  Declarations  of  conductor  and  engineer ;  when  admissible  against 
railroad  company. — In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  a  passenger,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff  can  not  be  allowed  to  testify,  that  the  conductor,  "a  few  min- 
utes after  the  plaintiff  had  been  hurt,  asked  the  engineer  why  he  did  not 
respond  to  the  bell-call ;  and  that  the  engineer  answered,  he  did  respond 
to  all  the  bell-call  he  beard." 
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Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  DeKalb. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Lekov  F.  Box. 

This  action  was  brought  by  James  M.  Hawk  against  the  ap- 
pellant, a  domestic  corporation,  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  by  being  thrown,  or  falling, 
from  the  platform  of  a  passenger  car  at  Valley  Head,  to  whicli 
station  he  had  travelled  as  a  passenger  from  Fort  Payne,  another 
station  on  the  defendant's  road,  on  the  10th  Decen)ber,  1879. 
The  defendant  pleaded,  Ist,  not  guilty;  2d,  "that  the  injuries 
to  plaintiff  now  complained  of,  if  any  he  received,  would  not 
have  occurred  without  his  fault  or  negligence,  and  that  his  fault 
and  negligence  contributed,  proximately  and  directly,  to  pro- 
duce said  injuries,  and  said  injuries  were  not  the  result  of  any 
wanton,  reckless  or  intentional  act  done  by  this  defendant,  its 
agents  or  servants;"'  3d,  the  statute  of  limitations  of  one  year. 
Issue  was  joined  on  all  these  pleas. 

The  original  summons  was  sued  out  on  .the  25th  October, 
1880 ;  but  its  service  was  set  aside  by  the  court,  at  the  next  en- 
suing term,  and  leave  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  issue  an  alias ; 
and  another  writ  was  issued  on  the  25th  June,  1881,  which  is 
in  form  an  original,  and  not  an  alias.  On  the  trial,  as  the  bill 
of  exceptions  recites,  the  defendant  offered  this  last  writ  in  evi- 
dence, as  showing  the  commencement  of  the  action ;  and  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  the  former  writ,  when  offered  in  evi- 
dence by  the  plaintiff,  "on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  ille- 
gal, irrelevant,  and  inadmissible  under  the  issues  joined."  The 
court  overruled  this  objection,  and  allowed  the  former  writ  to 
go  to  the  jury  as  evidence ;  and  also  permitted  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  service  of  tliat  writ  had  been  set  aside  by  the 
court,  as  stated,  and  leave  granted  to  issue  an  alias.  On  this 
evidence,  "  the  court  charged  the  jury,  of  its  own  motion,  that 
the  sunmions  and  complaint  dated  the  25th  June,  1881,  was 
not  on  its  face  an  alias  summons  and  complaint,  but  that  the 
jury  could  look  to  the  sumnjons  and  c  .mplaint  dated  the  25th 
October,  1880,  to  see  whether  that  of  the  25th  June  was  an 
alias ;  and  if  the  jury  found  that  this  last  writ  was  an  altas^ 
then  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  was  avoided."  To 
this  charge,  and  also  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence  objected 
to,  exceptions  were  reserved  by  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  testified  as  a  witness  fi»r  himself,  and  stated  the 
circumstances  under  which  he  was  injured,  and  he  introduced 
two  witnesses  who  \yere  present  at  the  time  the  accident  oc- 
curred; while  the  engineer  and  the  conductor  of  the  train  were 
examined  as  witnesses  for  the  defendant.  There  was  no  con- 
llict  in  the  testimony  of  these  several  witnesses  as  to  the  mate- 
rial facts,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The 
defendant  requested  the  following  charges,  which  were  in  writ- 
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ing:  (1.)  "Xegligence  consists  either  in  doing  what  a  man  of 
ordinary  intelligence,  care  and  prudence  ought  not  to  do,  and 
would  not  do,  or  in  omitting  to  do  w])at  a  man  of  ordinary  in- 
telligence, care  and  prudence  ought  to  have  done,  and  would 
have  done ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  either  of  these 
kinds  of  negligence,  and  thereby  contributed,  proximately  and 
directly,  to  produce  the  injuries  of  which  he  complains  in  this 
suit,  then  the  jury  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant, 
although  they  may  believe  that  it  was  possible  for  the  engineer 
to  have  stopped  the  train  precisely  at  the  depot,  and  that  the 
engineer  honestly  and  in  good  faith  tried  to  do  so,  but  failed 
on  account  of  the  wet  weather."  (2.)  "If  the  plaintiff,  by  or- 
dinary care,  and  by  ordinary  observance  of  the  known  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  defendant  corporation,  could  and  would 
have  avoided  the  injuries  of  which  he  here  complains ;  and  if, 
by  his  failure  to  exercise  such  ordinary  care,  he  contributed 
proximately  and  directly  to  produce  the  injuries  of  which  he 
here  complains ;  then,  upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  jury  ought 
to  find  a  verdict  for  tlie  defendant,  although  they  may  believe 
all  the  evidence  as  to  any  alleged  negligence  of  the  conductor 
or  engineer."  The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and 
the  defendant  excepted  to  their  refusal.  The  refusal  of  these 
charges,  and  all  the  other  rulings  of  the  court  to  which  excep- 
tions were  reserved,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

Rice  &  Dobbs,  for  appellant. 

DuNLAP  &  DoRTciT,  contva.      (No  briefs  on  file.) 

SOMERVILLE,  J, — The  action  here  is  for  an  injury  to  the 
person  of  the  plaintiff,  which  resulted  from  his  being  accidentally 
thrown,  or  having  fallen,  from  the  platform  of  a  passenger  car 
of  the  defendant  railroad  company.  The  plaintiff  charges  the 
injury  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  servants,  and  the 
defense  interposed  is  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff  himself, 
which  is  alleged  to  have  proximately  contributed  to  the  injury. 

It  was  justly  observed  by  this  court,  in  Memjphis  and  Charles- 
ton Railroad  Co.  v.  Copeland,  61  Ala.  376,  that  the  doctrine  of 
contributory  negligence  "is  too  firmly  rooted  in  our  jurisprudence 
to  be  open  to  further  controversy."  Its  underlying  princii:)le 
is,  that  no  man  should,  ordinarily,  be  permitted  to  recover  for  a 
tort  or  wrong  to  which  his  own  want  of  care  has  directly  or 
proximately  contributed.  The  reason  i^,  that  if,  by  his  failure 
to  exercise  ordinary  care,  he  might  have  avoided  the  conse- 
quences of  the  defendant's  negligence,  the  plaintiff  is  regarded 
as  the  author  of  his  own  wrong.  It  is  commonly  observed,  that 
to  allow  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  such  a  case,  would  be  to  give 
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him  damages  for  the  pro.ximate  consequences  of  his  own  negli- 
gence.—2(7««<?r  V.  L.  ik  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  Ala.  621 ;  M.  ct-  C 
R.  R.  Co.  V.  Copelund.,  61  Ala.  376,  supra:  Shearman  ct  Red- 
lield  on  Negligence,  §  24 ;  Wood's  Mayne  on  Damages,  96 ; 
Wharton  on  Negligence,  ^§  300-301 ;  Gothard  v.  Ala.  Or.  S. 
R.R.  6Vy.,67  Ala.  114. 

There  are  certain  qualifications  of  this  rule,  which  are  fully 
discussed  in  the  case  of  Tanner  v.  L.  cf*  N.  R.  R.  Co..,  60  Ala.  621 
{supra)^  and  were  followed  by  this  court  in  subsequent  rulings; 
*  Cook  V.  Central  R.  R.  and  Banking  Co.,  67  Ala.  533  :  Gothard 
V.  Ala.  Gr.  S.  R.  R.  Co.,  67  Ala.  114,  trupra.  There  is  no 
evidence  in  this  record,  tending  to  show  that  the  injury  suffered 
by  the  plaintiff  was  brought  about  by  any  act  of  the  defendant, 
which  was  wanton,  reckless,  or  intentional.  If  such  had  been 
the  case,  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable,  notwithstanding 
the  plaintiff's  want  of  ordinary  care.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence 
tending  to  prove  that  the  peril  of  the  plaintiff  was  manifested 
to  the  servants  of  the  defendant  company  in  time  to  have 
averted  the  catastrophe  by  the  exercise  of  preventive  effort  on 
their  part.  The  injury  occurred  simultaneous  Avith,  or  prior  to 
the  discovery  of  the  plaintiff's  danger.  Hence,  the  modifications 
of  the  general  doctrine  of  contril)utorv  neglijjence,  asrecoj^nized 
in  the  cases  last  above  cited,  have  no  room  for  application  to 
the  case  at  bar. — Price  v.  St.  Louis  R.  R.  Co.,  3  Amer.  &  Eng. 
Railwav  Cases,  365 ;  Little  Rock,  <&c.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Parkhurst, 
5  11.  635. 

The  facts  of  the  present  case  seem  clear  and  undisputed.  The 
plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  the  regular  passenger  train  of  the 
defendant  company,  and  had  paid  his  fare  to  Valley  Head,  an 
established  station  on  the  Hue  of  the  Alabama  Great  Southern 
railroad.  There  was  a  down  grade  in  approaching  this  depot, 
and  the  track  was  wet  irovn  rain  ;  in  consequence  of  which,  the 
cars  composing  the  train  were  carried  by  the  engine  twenty-five 
or  thirty  yards  beyond  the  customary  stopping- place.  The  con- 
ductor signalled  the  engineer  to  back  the  train  to  the  depot, 
which  he  did,  as  is  shown  to  have  been  usual  on  such  occasions. 
The  whistle  had  been  sounded  about  half  a  mile  before  ap- 
proaching the  station  ;  but  this  was  not  continued,  nor  does  it 
appear  that  the  bell  was  rung  while  thus  approaching.  It  is 
shown  to  have  been  towards  night,  on  the  tentn  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1879,  and  was  '■''dark,  raining,  and  cloudy."  When  the 
engineer  sounded  the  whistle,  as  a  signal  of  approa^i  to  Valley 
Head  Station,  or  very  soon  after,  the  plaintiff,  according  to  his 
own  testimony,  "  went  out  of  the  passeiujer  car,  on  to  its  plat- 
form, and  remained  there  until  the  train,  at  a  reduced  rate  of 
speed,  passed  the  depot,^^  when  he  was  precipitated,  or  fell  from 
the  platfonn,  so  as  to  render  him  temporarily  nnconscions. 
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How  the  accident  happened,  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  state. 
The  regulations  of  the  railroad  company  forbade  passengers  to 
stand  on  the  platform  while  the  trains  are  in  motion.  The  rate 
of  speed  at  which  the  train  was  moving,  when  it  passed  the 
depot,  was  from  three  to  live  miles  an  hour. 

It  is  manifest  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  been  injured, 
but  for  his  own  co-operating  negligence.  Standing  upon  the 
platform  while  the  train  was  in  motion,  in  the  dark,  was  a  want 
of  ordinary  prudence,  which  contributed  directly  to  the  injury 
suffered.  The  regulation  of  the  company  forbidding  this  was  a 
reasonable  one,  and  its  violation  by  tlie  plaintiff  was  a  want,  on 
his  part,  of  ordinary  care  under  the  circumstances.  If  passen- 
gers travelling  on  railroad  trains  insist  upon  thus  exposing  them- 
selves unnecessarily  to  danger,  they  must  do  so  at  their  own 
peril,  and  not  at  the  peril  of  the  railroad  companies. — Flickey  v. 
Boston,  &c.  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Allen,  429 ;  Quinn  v.  Illinois,  (&g. 
R.  R.  Co.,  51  111.  495 ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.  S.  439. 

The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  the  charges  numbered  one 
and  two,  requested  by  the  defendant,  which  were  but  clear 
recognitions  of  the  above  enunciated  principles. 

2.  Whether  the  engineer  was  ringing  a  hell,  on  approach- 
ing the  depot,  was  not  material.  The  statute,  it  is  true,  pro- 
vides this  signal  to  be  given,  or  else  for  the  whistle  to  be  blown, 
at  intervals,  until  the  train  reaches  the  depot,  or  stopping-place ; 
also,  before  entering  any  curve  crossed  by  a  public  road,  on  a 
cut  where  the  engineer  can  not  see  at  least  one-fourth  of  a  mile 
ahead,  and  upon  entering  into  the  corporate  limits  of  any  town 
or  city. — Code,  1876,  §  1697.  And  a  railroad  company  is  made 
liable  for  all  damages  done  to  persons,  stocks,  or  other  property, 
resulting  from  a  failure  to  comply  with  these  requirements. 
Code,  §  1700.  These  precautions,  so  far  as  applicable  to  per- 
sons, are  intended  obviously  for  the  benefit  of  the  travelling 
public,  and  others  who  have  a  right  to  be  warned  of  ap])roacli- 
ing  trains,  for  their  personal  protection  against  injury,  Passen- 
engers,  who  are  on  the  trains,  are  not  ordinarily  included  in  the 
letter  or  spirit  of  the  statute.  Tliey  do  not  need  such  signals 
of  warning  for  their  protection,  and  they  can  not,  therefore,  be 
construed  to  be  entitled  to  them. — South  db  North  Ala.  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  494 ;  Raih'oad  Co.  v.  Bowdron,  92 
Penn.  St.  475  (37  Amer.  Rep.  707).  The  failure  to  ring  a 
bell,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  could  have  had 
no  tendencj^to  contribute  to  such  injury.  We  can  see  no  loo-i- 
cal  connection  between  this  negligence  of  the  defendant  and  the 
alleged  damage  suffered  by  the  plaintiff.  The  court  erred, 
therefore,  in  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  testify,  that  no  bell  was 
rung  by  the  engineer  as  the  train  was  approaching  the  depot  at 
Yalley  Plead,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  injury.     It  maj'  be 
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proper  to  add,  that  cases  may  possibly  occur,  where  passengers, 
or  otlier  persons  permissively  on  a  train,  are  entitled  to  have 
snch  signals  given,  as  a  warning  to  hasten  their  departure  from 
a  train  immediately  before  leaving  a  depot  or  stopping-place,  as 
the  statute  requires  to  be  done. — ^Code,  §  1699 ;  JJoss  v.  M.  K. 
<&  T.  R.  li.  Co.,  59  Mo.  27 ;  21  Araer.  Rep.  371 ;  Letcher  v. 
Ga.  Cent.  R.  R.  d?  Bank'.  Co.,  last  term. 

3-4.  The  present  action,  being  a  claim  for  damages  on  ac- 
count of  a  personal  injury,  is  governed  b}'  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations of  one  year. — M.  <&  M.  Railway  Co.  v.  Crenshaw^ 
65  Ala.  566.  The  date  of  the  summons,  however,  was  nol 
conclusive  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  Nor  was  the  form  of  the  summons  conclusive  of  its 
character  as  an  original.,  or  an  alias.  Even  if  in  form  an  orig- 
inal, .such  process  "  may  be  amended,  on  proper  evidence,  so 
as  to  show  it  is  in  fact  an  alia-nP — Huss  v.  Central  R.  R.  dt 
Banking  Co.^  66  Ala.  472;  Stemuhoai  F(M^mer  v.  3fcCraw, 
31  Ala.  659.  The  court  erred  in  referring  this  <piestion  to  the 
jury.  It  was  a  matter  of  law  for  its  own  determination. 
Janes  v.  Pullen,  m  Ala.  306;  Taylor  v.  Kelly,  31  Ala.  59; 
Price  V.  Jfazange,  lb.  701. 

5-7.  The  objection  interposed  to  the  testimony  of  tiie  wit- 
ness, Allison,  should  have  been  sustained.  This  witness  was 
permitted  to  testify  to  the  jury,  that,  "a  feio  mimitefi  after  the 
plaintiff  had  been  hurt,  tlie  conductor  aslvcd  the  engineer,  why 
he  did  not  respond  to  the  beU-cally  and  the  engineer  answered, 
that  he  did  respmrd  to  all  the  bell  call  he  heard.'''  To  the  ad- 
mission of  this  evidence  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  rule  is  well  establi.shed,  that  it  is  not  within  the  scope 
of  an  agent's  authority  to  bind  his  principal  l)y  admissions 
having  reference  to'  by -gone  transactions.  The  only  ground 
upon  which  the  admissibiiity  of  an  agent's  declarations  can  be 
justified,  is,  that  they  must  have  been  made  while  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  as  agent,  and  be  so  closely  connected  with 
the  main  transaction  in  issue  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  res 
gestcp. — Mobile  cfc  Mont.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Ashcrajt,  48  Ala.  15; 
Tanner'' »  ExW  v.  L.  cfc  N.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  Ala.  621 ;  Rc^inson 
■V.  Fitchburgd^  ^V.  R.  R.  Co.,  7  Grav,  92 ;  Baldwin  v.  Ashley, 
54  Ala.  82;  1  Brick.  Dig.  p.  63,  §§  160-162. 

It  is  ditiicult,  if  not  impossible,  to  accurately  define  the  prin- 
ciple of  res  gestiP,  as  it  is  often  called.  It  is  commonly  said  to 
have  reference  to  such  circumstances  and  declarations  as  are 
contemporaneous  with  the  main  fact  under  consideration,  and 
so  closely  connected  with  it  as  to  illustrate  its  character. 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  108.  What  lapse  of  time  is  embraced  in  the 
word  "contemporaneous,"  is  often  a  (piestion  of  difficulty. 
Perfect  coincidence  of  time  between  the  declaration  and  the 
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main  fact  is  not,  of  course,  required.  It  is  enough  that  the 
two  are  substantially  contemporaneous;  thej  need  not  be  liter- 
ally so.  The  declarations  must,  however,  be  so  proximate  in 
point  of  time  as  to  grow  out  of,  elucidate,  and  explain  the 
character  and  quality  of  the  main  fact,  and  must  be  so  closely 
connected  with  it  as  to  virtually  constitute  but  one  entire  trans- 
action, and  to  receive  support  and  credit  from  the  principal  act 
sought  to  be  thus  elucidated  and  explained.  The  evidence 
offered  must  not  have  the  ear-marks  of  a  device,  or  after- 
thought, nor  be  merely  narrative  of  a  transaction  which  is 
really  and  substantially  past. — Thompson  on  CarriCT-s  of  Pas- 
sengers, pp.  557,  558;  Gandy  v.  Humphries^  35  Ala.  617 , 
Henderson  v.  The  State^  70  Ala.  23 ;  JEnos  v.  Tuttle,  3  Conn. 
250 ;  Saraggs  v.  The  State,  8.  Sm.  &  M.  722 ;  Com.  v.  Hacketty 
2  Allen,  136 ;  Lnhy  v.  Hudson  R.  E.  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  131 ; 
E well's  (Evans)  Agency,  219-220;  McDermott  v.  Hannibal 
(&c.  R.  R.  Co.,  73  Mo.  516;  s.  c.  39  Amer.  Rep.  526. 

In  Thompson  v.  Travanion  (Skinner,  402),  it  was  ruled,, 
"that  M'liat  the  wife  said  inimediately  upon  the  hurt  received, 
and  before  she  had  time  to  devise  or  contrive  anything  for  her 
own  advantage,"  might  be  given  in  evidence  under  this  prin- 
ciple. In  Luhy  v.  Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  131, 
supra,  the  declarations  of  the  driver  of  a  street-car,  made  after 
an  accident  had  occurred  and  the  car  had  been  stopped,  but 
before  he  had  left  it,  to  the  effect  that  he  could  not  stop  the 
car  because  the  brakes  were  out  of  order,  were  ruled  to  be  mere 
hearsay  and  inadmissible. 

In  Adams  v.  Hannibal  d:c.,  R.  R.  Co.  (71  Mo.  553 ;  s.  c. 
41  Amer.  Rep.  333),  the  court,  for  a  like  reason,  excluded  the 
declarations  of  the  engineer  and  fireman  of  the  train,  made  im- 
mediately after  the  deceased  M-as  struck  and  the  train  wa& 
stopped,  showing  that  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence of  tlie  engineer.  The  case  is  clearly  analogous  to  the 
present  one,  and  the  views  of  the  court,  after  a  clear  and  in- 
structive review  of  the  cases,  fully  accord  with  the  conclusion 
reached  by  us,  and  the  reason  upon  which  that  conclusion  is 
based.  Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  declarations  of  the  conductor 
and  engineer  can  not,  under  a  proper  application  of  this  prin- 
ciples, be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae  of  the  accident 
resulting  in  the  injury  to  plaintiff.  The  time — "a  few  min- 
utes^''— does  not  appear  to  be  so  proximate  to  the  main  trans- 
action, nor  are  the  declarations  made  otherwise  so  closely  con- 
nected with  it,  as  an  elucidating  circumstance,  as  to  justly  au- 
thorize the  conclusion  that  they  are  not  merely  narrative  of  a 
past  occurrence,  which  at  the  moment  was  finished  and  com- 
plete.— Thompson  on  Carriers  of  Passengers,  pp.  557-8; 
Packet  Co.  v.  Clough,  20  Wall.  528,  540 ;  Morse  v.  C.  R.  Rail- 
Vol.  i.xxii. 
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road  Co.,  6  Gray.  450;  Michigan,  tfcc,  li.  Co.  v.  Carrow, 
73  111.  348 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  p.  843.  §.§  553-555 ;  Gandi/  v.  Hum- 
phries, 35  Ala.  617. 

The  judgment  of   tlie  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  tlie 
cause  remanded. 


Ratliff  i\  AUgood. 

Motion  for  Summary  Judgment   by    County   Superintendent 
of  Education,  against  Tax-CoUector  and  Sureties. 

1.  tSummart/  judgment ;  recikih  of  record  ;  waiver  of  irregularitleg. 
When  a  party  resortB  to  a  statutory  and  summary  remedy,  in  (lerogation 
of  connnon-law  principles  and  procedure,  the  record  must  affirmatively 
show  every  fact  neces.sary  to  bring  the  case  within  the  stsitute,  and  a 
strict  conformity  to  its  recjuirements  in  the  mode  of  procedure;  hut,  if 
the  defendants  api)ear,  and,  without  objection  to  the  mode  or  form  of 
proceeding,  submit  the  issues  to  the  decision  of  the  court  and  jurv',  irreg- 
ularities in  the  proceetlings  are  thereby  waived ;  and  the  court  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and  of  the  parties  by  their  appearance, 
such  irregularities  are  not  available  on  error. 

Ai'i'EAL  from  Circuit  Court  of  Blount. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Lkkoy  F.  Box. 

This  was  a  motion  by  Stephen  C.  AUgood,  as  county  super- 
intendent of  education  of  said  county,  against  Jeremiah  Kat- 
liff,  "  late  tax-collector  of  said  county,"  and  several  other  per- 
sons, as  sureties  on  his  official  bond  as  such  collector,  "for  the 
sum  of  $482.90,  with  interest  thereon  from  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1880,  and  twenty  per-cent.  damages  thereon,  for  the  failure  of 
said  Jeremiah  Ratliff,  tax-collector  as  aforesaid,  to  pay  over  to  said 
S.  C.  All^ood,  as  such  coimty  superintendent  of  education.  On 
the  first  day  of  May,  1880,  or  at  any  other  time  since  then,  all 
the  poll-tax  collected  by  him  which  it  was  his  duty  to  collect, 
and  which  he  could  have  collected  by  due  diligence;  said 
$1482. 1H>  being  the  balance  due  from  said  Itatlitf,  as  tax-collector, 
on  the  poll-tax  fund  for  Blount  county  for  the  year  1879,  and 
due  for  the  scholastic  year  1880."  Notice  of  the  motion  was 
issued  on  the  10th  March,  1881,  and  was  returned  by  the  sher- 
iff executed  on  all  of  the  defendants  on  the  31st  March.  The 
notice  stated  that  the  motion  for  a  judgment  would  be  made  at 
the  next  ensuing  term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  to  be  held  on  the 
25tli  April,  1881;  and  that  Bichard  F.  Campbell,  one  of  the 
sureties  on  the  bond,  l)eing  dead,  was  not  sued.  The  bond,  a 
copy  of  which  was  attached  to  the  notice,  was  dated  the  lt>th 
September,  1878,  approved  September  13th,  and  recited  that 
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said  Ratliff  "was,  on  the  6th  day  of  August,  1877,  duly  elected 
tax-collector  for  said  county ;"  and  its  condition  was,  that  the 
said  Ratliff  "shall  well  and  truly  discharge  the  duties  of  said 
office,  while  he  continues  therein,  or  discharges  any  of  the  du- 
ties thereof."  The  motion  was  duly  entered  on  the  docket  on 
the  25th  April,  1S81 ;  and  on  a  subsequent  day  of  the  term,  as 
the  minute-entry  recites,  "came  the  parties,  and  by  agreement 
of  the  parties  it  is  ordered  by  the  court  that  this  motion  be 
continued." 

At  the  next  term,  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  the  cause,  as 
follows:  "On  this,  the  29th  October,  1881,  come  tke  parties 
by  their  attorneys,  and  the  deiendants  withdraw  their  demur- 
rer; and  issues  being  joined  on  the  plaintiff's  motion,  as  spe-. 
cifically  entered  and  set  forth  on  pages  141-2  of  the  Motion 
Docket,  thereupon  came  a  jury,"  &c.,  "  who,  upon  their  oaths, 
do  say,  '  we,  the  jury,  find  the  issues  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  assess  his  damages  at  the  sum  of  $370.21.'  It  is  therefore 
considered  by  the  court,  that  the  plaintiff,  Stephen  0.  Allgood, 
as  county  superintendent  of  Blount  county,  hav^e  and  recover 
judgment  against  the  defendants  for  the  said  sum  of  §370.21, 
damages  by  said  jury  so  assessed,  together  with  the  costs  in 
this  behalf  expended  ;  for  which  let  execution  issue.  And  the 
plaintiff,  in  open  court,  agrees  to  a  stay  of  execution  on  this 
judgment,  until  the  first  day  of  January,  1882."  The  defend- 
ants appeal  from  this  judgment,  and  here  assign  it  as  error,  not 
specifying  any  particular  errors. 

Hamill  &  Dickinson,  for  appellants. — The  statute  (Code, 
§  3397)  is  highly  penal,  and  must  be  strictly  construed;  and 
the  record  must  affirmatively  show  a  compliance  with  all  of  its 
requirements.  —Miloe  v.  Iieicke,  56  Ala.  500;  Caldwell  v. 
Du7iJdin,  65  Ala.  461 ;  Ware  v.  Greene,  37  Ala.  494.  It  au- 
thorizes a  judgment  against  "a  tax-collector  and  his  sureties," 
"a  county  treasurer  and  his  sureties,"  and  2i  former  county  su- 
perintendent; but  not  against  a  laU  or  former  tax-collector,  as 
Ratliff  was.  I^or  does  it  authorize  a  judgment  against  some  of 
the  sureties  only,  though  one  be  dead. —  Ware  v.  Greene,  37 
Ala.  494 ;  Collier  v.  Powell,  23  Ala.  579.  Xor  can  a  summary 
proceeding  be  maintained  on  a  bond  like  the  one  here  set  out, 
w4iich  was  dated  and  approved  in  September,  1878,  and  recites 
an  election  on  6th  August,  1877 ;  there  being  no  averments 
that  it  w^as  ever  delivered,  or  that  Ratliff  ever  acted  under  it. 
Sprowl  V.  Lavirence,  33  Ala.  674. 

Watts  &  Sons,  and   J.  G.  Winter,  contra,  cited  King  v. 
Armstrong,  14  Ala.  298 ;  Rutherford  v.  Smith,  '2i1  Ala.  417;  Ex 
parte  Wilson,  54  Ala.  296. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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BRICKELL,  C.  J. — It  is  true,  as  insisted  by  the  counsel  for 
the  appellants,  that  when  parties  pursue  a  statutory  remedy,  in 
its  character  summary,  and  in  derogation  of  tlie  mode  of  ])ro- 
cedure  at  common  law,  there  must  l)e  strict  conformity  to  the 
statute,  and  the  record  should  affirmatively  disclose  everv  fact 
necessary  to  entitle  the  party  to  the  remedy — should  disclose  a 
case  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  remedy  is  pursued  bv  a 
party  having  the  right,  and  against  a  party  subject  to  it.  Nor 
can  such  a  remedy  be  extended  !>}'  construction  beyond  the 
terms  of  the  statute  giving  it.  But,  if  the  parties  appear,  and, 
without  objection,  proceed  to  a  trial  on  tlie  merits,  before  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  all  right  to  take 
advantage  of  the  mocje  or  form  of  proceeding  is  waived. — Cur- 
ry V.  Bank,  8  Port.  360 ;  Smith  v.  Bank,  5  Ala.  26 ;  Brough- 
ton  V.  Rchinson,  11  Ala.  929;  King  v.  Armstrong,  14  Ala. 
293;  Rutherford  V.  Smith,  27  Ala.  417. 

Tlie  appellants,  who  were  defendants  in  the  court  below,  ap- 
peared in  obedience  to  the  notice  that  judgment  against  them 
would  be  moved  for,  and,  without  .^ny  objection  to  the  mode 
or  form  of  the  proceeding,  pleaded  to  the  merits;  and  the  is- 
sues were  Vried  by  a  jury,  upon  whose  verdict  the  judgment 
was  rendered.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  suit,  is  apparent,  and  is  not  disputed.  The  objec- 
tions now  interposed  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  if  of 
any  force,  the  appellants  voluntarily  waived,  and  they  furnish 
no  warrant  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Affirmed. 


Baker  v.  Keith. 

Statutory  Real  Action   in  nature  of  Ejectment. 

1.  Waiver  of  homestead  exemption. — Undorthe statute  approved  March 
4th,  1.S76  (Code,  ^  2848),  a  waiver  of  a  right  of  homestead  exemption  is 
reciuired  to  be  made  "  by  a  separate  instrument  in  writing ;"  consequently, 
a  waiver  emlxulif  d  in  an  onUnary  promissory  note,  though  attested  liy 
one  witness,  is  invaMd  and  inoperative. 

2.  Contest  of  claim  of  homenfeod  e.remptlon;  where  tried. — When  a 
homestead  is  allotted  to  the  surviving  child  of  a  decedent,  by  commis- 
sioners apix)inted  by  the  Probate  Court,  and  the  allottment  is  contesteii 
by  a  creditor,  that  court  has  no  authority  to  try  the  issue  (Code,  ^^  2838, 
2841),  but  should  certify  it  to  the  Circuit' Court" for  trial  at  the  next  term. 

3.  Remedy  of  creditor  to  enforce  wairer. — As  to  what  is  the  proper  rem- 
edy of  a  creditor,  in  whose  favor  a  valid  waiver  of  homestead  exemption 
has  been  execute*!  by  a  debtor  since  deceased,  the  waiver  not  having 
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been  enforced  during  his  hfe,  and  his  estate  being  declared  insolvent, 
qu.rre  f     "  Possibly  legislation  is  called  for  on  this  subject." 

4  Homestead  exemption  in  favor  of  decedent's  minor  child;  how  affected 
hy  insolvencij  of  estate. — Where  a  deceased  debtor  left  no  surviving  widow, 
but  a  minor  child  as  the  only  member  of  his  family,  such  child  had  a 
right  to  occujn'  the  homestead  during  minority,  and,  if  the  estate  was 
declared  insolvent  during  such  minority,  the  homestead  estate  vested 
absolutely  in  the  child,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  approved  April 
23d,  1873  (Sess.  Acts,  p.  64,  §  15) ;  but,  if  the  child  attained  its  majority 
before  the  estate  was  reported  insolvent,  the  right  of  homestead  termin- 
ated with  its  minority,  and  was  not  revived  and  enlarged  into  an  abso- 
lute estate  by  the  subsequent  insolvency. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Talladega. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  L.  WiinxocK. 

This  action  was  brought  by  William  Baker,  against  Eliza 
Keith,  Joseph  Keith,  Lewis  Mallory,  and  Austin  Caldwell,  to 
recover  the  possession  of  a  tract  of  land,  particularly  described 
in  the  complaint ;  and  was  commenced  on  the  7th  P'ebruary, 
1880.  The  land  sued  for,  which  contained  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres,  belonged  to  one  John  Keith  at  the  time  of  hi& 
death,  which  occurred  on  the  15th  April,  1876;  and  each  party 
claimed  under  him, — the  plaintiff  as  a  purchaser  at  a  sale  made 
by  his  administrator,  under  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court  ren- 
dered on  the  12th  June,  1879;  and  Eliza  Keith,  one  of  the 
defendants,  claiming  it  as  a  homestead  exemption,  the  other  de- 
fendants being  her  tenants.  Eliza  Keith  was  a  daughter  of 
said  John  Keith,  and  was  residing  with  him  at  the  time  of  his 
death ;  she  being  then  twenty  years  old,  and  the  only  member 
of  his  family.  Tlie  estate  of  said  Keith  was  declared  insolvent 
by  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  on  the  report  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, on  the  1st  May,  1877.;  but  the  record  does  not  state 
when  it  was  so  reported  by  the  administrator.  On  the  same  day 
(May  Ist),  a  petition  was  Hied  by  the  administrator,  alleging 
that  said  estate  "has  been  declared  insolvent,"  and  asking 
the  appointment  of  commissioners  to  set  apart  to  said  Eliza 
Keith  such  real  and  personal  property  as  she  might  be  en- 
titled to;  and  commissioners  were  thereupon  appointed  on 
the  same  day,  who  made  their  report  to  the  court  on  the  29th 
May,  allotting  to  her  the  lands  here  sued  for  as  her  home- 
stead exem])tion.  This  allotment  was  contested  by  Baker, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  "  a  creditor  of  said  estate,  and 
a  claimant  on  a  note  made  by  said  decedent  waiving  all  ex- 
emptions, which  had  l)een  duly  filed  as  a  claim  against 
said  insolvent  estate."  On  "  the  trial  of  said  contest,"  as  the 
bill  of  exceptions  recites,  "  the  controversy  being  whether  the 
said  lands,  so  set  apart  to  Eliza  Keith,  were  liable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  Baker's  said  note  against  John  Keith ;  Baker  insisted 
that  said  lands  were  liable  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  said  note  in  his 
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favor,  in  which  the  benefit  of  all  exemptions  was  waived  by  tlie 
maker,  and  the  administrator  insisted  that  said  lands  were  not 
liable  to  be  sold  to  satisfy  said  note ;"  and  the  court  thereupon 
decreed  and  declared  that  the  lands  were  subject  to  be  sold  for 
the  payment  of  debts.  On  the  26th  March,  1879,  the  adminis- 
trator tiled  his  petition  in  said  Probate  Court,  askino^  an  order 
to  sell  the  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts;  and  the  order  having 
been  granted,  the  plaintiff  l>ecame  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  as 
above  stated.  The  proceedings  connected  with  the  sale,  it  is 
stated,  "  were  shown  to  be  in  all  respects  regular."  The  several 
orders  of  the  Probate  Court  were  proved  on  the  trial,  and  the 
plaintiff's  note  against  said  decedent  was  produced  and  proved. 
On  all  the  evidence  adduced,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  "that 
they  should  find  for  the  defendants,  if  they  believed  all  the  evi- 
dence ; "  and  this  charge,  to  which  the  plaintiff  excepted,  is  now 
assigned  as  error. 

John  T.  Heflin,  for  the  appellant. 

Bradford  &  Bishop,  contra.     (No  briefs  on  file.) 

STONE,  J.— On  the  13th  day  of  March,  1876,  John  Keith 
executed  a  note  to  William  Baker,  by  which  he  promised  to 
pay  him  S-l-i^-52,  one  day  after  date,  with  interest  from  Jan- 
uary 1st,  1876.  The  note  contained  this  clause:  "And  as 
part  of  the  consideration  hereof,  I  hereby  [waive]  all  right 
which  I  may  have,  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  Alabama, 
to  have  any  of  the  property  of  the  Siiid  John  Keith  exempted 
from  levy  and  sale  under  legal  process.""  The  execution  of  this 
paper  by  Mr.  Keith  was  attested  by  a  subscrbing  witness;  and 
the  question  is  inade,  whether  this  is  a  waiver  of  the  homestead 
exemption.  There  can  be  no  question,  that  the  waiver  would 
be  sufficient,  if  the  right  depended  alone  on  the  constitution  of 
1H75.  But  this  note,  with  the  attempted  waiver,  was  executed 
March  13th.  Nine  days  before  that,  the  Icirislature,  bv  act  aj>- 
proved  March  4th,  1876  (Pamph.  Acts,  123;  Code  of  1876, 
jj  284S),  prescribed  the  manner  in  which  such  exemption  should 
be  evidenced.  Its  language  is:  "AVhen  such  waiver  relates 
to  realty,  it  shall  be  made  by  a  separate  instrument  in  writing, 
and  must  be  signed  by  both  husband  and  wife,  if  the  resident 
has  a  wife,  and  the  execution  of  such  instrument  must  l>e  at- 
tested by  one  witness."  The  waiver  in  this  case  not  being  made 
"by  a  separate  instrument  in  writing,"  it  follows  that  it  is  in- 
sufficient and  inoperative  in  all  matters  relating  to  the  realty. 
Homestead  being  realty,  and  that  i)eing  the  (piestion  raised  by 
this  record,  this  cause  must  be  determined  as  if  there  had  been 
no  attempt  to  waive  the  exemption. 
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John  Keith  died,  intestate,  April  25th,  1876,  owning  and  re- 
siding on  the  lands  in  controversy — one  hnndred  and  sixty, 
acres.  He  left  no  wife  surviving  him,  but  it  is  not  shown  when 
his  wife  died.  He  left  children,  one  of  whom,  Eliza  S.  Keith, 
was  then  under  age.  She  reached  her  majority  in  July,  1876, 
three  months  and  some  days  after  her  father's  death.  In  May, 
1877,  after  Miss  Keith  became  of  age,  the  estate  of  John  Keith, 
her  father,  was  declared  insolvent.  Baker's  claim  was  dnly 
presented  to  the  administrator,  within  eighteen  months  after 
his  appointment,  and  duly  filed,  verified  as  a  claim  against  the 
estate,  within  nine  months  after  the  declaration  of  insolvency. 
The  administrator  filed  his  petition  in  the  Probate  Court,  to  ob- 
tain an  order  to  sell  said  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  ob- 
tained the  order,  and  sold  the  lands.  Baker  became  the  pur- 
chaser, and  paid  the  purchase-money  ;  the  sale  was  reported  to 
the  Probate  Court,  and  confirmed;  report  made  that  the  pur- 
chase-money was  paid  ;  order  granted  that  title  be  made  to  the 
purchaser,  and  title  made  to  him.  No  question  is  raised  here 
as  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings. in  the  Probate  Court, 
which  resulted  in  the  sale  and  conveyance  to  Baker.  They  ap- 
pear to  be  regular  in  form.  The  present  is  a  statutory  real  ac- 
tion brought  by  Baker,  founded  on  the  title  he  thus  acquired. 

In  May,  1877,  under  a  petition  by  the  administrator  to  the 
Probate  Court,  three  commissioners  were  appointed,  who,  among 
other  things,  allotted  to  Eliza  S.  Keith  the  lands  in  controversy 
as  a  homestead, — one  hundred  and  sixty  acres,  valued  at  one 
thousand  dollars.  This  allotment  was  reported  to  the  Probate 
Court  May  31st,  1877.  William  Baker  contested  the  allowance  of 
said  homestead  claim  before  the  Probate  Court,  whereupon  the 
probate  judge  ruled  as  follows  :  "  After  due  consideration  of 
the  testimony  offered  in  the  matter  of  the  contest  as  made  by 
William  Baker,   a  creditor  of  said  estate,  and  a  claimant  on  a 

note  made  by  said  deceased,  waiving  all  exemptions 

it  appears  to  the  court  that  the  real  estate  of  w^hicli  said  John 
Keith  was  seized  and  possessed  at  tlie  time  of  his  death,  is  sub- 
ject to  administration,  and  to  the  payment  of  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  administration,  and  the  payment  of  debts  due  by  said 
estate."  In  acting  on  these  exceptions,  the  Probate  Court  erred. 
After  the  formation  of  the  issue  on  the  exceptions  filed,  that 
issue  should  have  been  certified  by  the  Probate  Court  to  the 
Circuit  Court,  to  be  therein  tried  at  the  next  term  thereof. 
Code  of  1876,  §  2841. 

We  have  shown  that  the  waiver  in  this  case  is  invalid  as  to 
the  lands.  If  it  had  conformed  to  the  statute,  in  what  manner 
could  such  liability  be  made  available  against  the  real  estate  of 
a  deceased  debtor  ?  The  statute  has  made  provision  for  enforc- 
ing the  liability,  when  suit  is  brought  and  prosecuted  to  judg- 
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ment  during  the  life  of  tlie  debtor.  The  statute  lias  not  pro- 
vided for  the  case,  where  the  del)tor  dies  before  judgment.  If 
the  estate  be  solvent,  no  difficulty  can  arise ;  for  there  can  be 
no  need  of  resorting  to  the  exempt  property,  for  the  payment 
of  debts.  But,  in  case  of  insolvency,  how  is  the  exempt  prop- 
erty to  l)e  reached  i  The  title  even  of  exempt  personal  property 
does  not  vest  in  the  administrator,  and  the  statutes  furnish  no 
form  of  procedure  for  its  sale.  If  the  administrator  apply  for 
an  order  to  sell  the  exempt  homestead,  waiving  all  consideration 
of  the  absence  of  power  in  the  court  to  grant  the  order,  he  can 
only  obtain  a  general  order  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts ; 
counting,  in  such  case,  the  proper  expenses  of  adnnnistration, 
as  part  of  the  debts  for  which  he  may  sell.  The  power  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court,  in  this  behalf,  are  purely 
statutor}',  and  that  court  can  exercise  no  power  in  reference  to 
the  sale  of  lands,  or  the  settlement  of  insolvent  estates,  that  are 
not  conferred  by  statute.  Assets  of  estates,  in  the  hands  of  the 
administrator,  are,  it  would  seem,  general  assets  for  the  payment 
of  general  debts  (with  the  exception  of  certain  preferred  debts, 
prescribed  by  statute),  and  both  the  administrator  and  the  Pro- 
Date  Court  are  without  express  power  to  apportion  the  assets 
between  the  common  debts,  and  those  containing  waiver  of  ex- 
emptions.— Tyson  v.  Broion,  f»4  Ala.  244;  ASteeL'  v.  Steele,  lb. 
438 ;  Miller  v.  Ifbf/,  63  Ala.  477 ;  Calhoun  v.  Fletcher .^  Ih.  574, 
Is  there  an  implied  power  in  such  case?  Possibly,  legislation 
is  called  for  on  this  subject. 

When  Mr.  Keith  died,  the  exemption  statute  approved  April 
23d,  1873  (Pamph.  Acts,  64),  governed  the  question  of  Miss 
Keith's  homestead.  It  is  contended  for  appellee  that,  under 
section  3  of  that  statute,  the  real  estate  in  controversy  is  abso- 
lutely exempt  from  the  payment  of  debts.  Its  language  is, 
"■  That  the  homestead  of  a  family  ...  of  any  resident  of 
this  State,  aftei*  his  death,  shall  be  exempt  from  the  payment  of 
debts ;  Provided,  such  decedent  leaves  surviving  him  a  widow 
or  child."  In  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  51  Ala.  493,  the  lan- 
guage above  copied  was  construed  by  this  court.  It  was  there 
iield  that,  to  come  within  the  statute,  the  child  left  surviving 
must  be  under  twenty-one  years  of  age.  We  concur  in  this 
construction,  and  tliink  that  sections  12,  14,  15  of  the  statute 
demonstrate  that  our  prodecessors  were  right  in  their  view. 
The  particular  contention  in  this  case  is,  that  by  the  operation 
of  said  section  3,  the  homestead  became  exempt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  but  hot  from  the  law  of  descents,  unless  the  es- 
tate proved  insolvent,  when  the  surviving  widow  or  minor  chil- 
dren, one  or  both  as  the  case  might  be,  would  take  in  fee. 
Thompson  v.  Ihompson,  supra,  i§  relied  on  in  support  of  this 
view.     The  (question  in  that  case  arose  on  personal  proj^erty. 
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The  principle  decided  was,  that  in  case  the  estate  Avas  solvent, 
and  left  a  balance  for  distribution,  then  the  exempt  personal 
property  should  be  accounted  for  in  hotchpot,  in  final  distribution. 
That  was  expressly  provided  for  in  section  13  of  the  act.  The 
statute,  in  terms,  and  absolutely,  exempts  the  personal  propertj^ 
enumerated  from  the  payment  of  debts,  in  all  cases  where  there 
is  a  surviving  widow  or  minor  child:  The  only  account  after- 
wards taken  of  it  is,  that  in  case  the  estate  proves  solvent,  and 
a  distribution  is  made,  such  exempt  personal  property  becomes, 
and  is  estimated  as,  so  much  advanced  to  those  who  receive  it, 
and  to  be  accounted  for  as  an  advancement.  The  rule  as  to 
the  homestead  is  different.  The  right  of  the  widow  and  minor 
children  is,  prima  faoie,  not  a  fee.  It  is  only  during  the  life 
of  the  widow,  and  the  minority  of  the  children.  All  else  be- 
longs to  the  estate,  unless  there  is  an  insolvency.  This  residu- 
um of  title,  or  reversion,  is  as  much  property  of  the  estate,  as 
is  the  reversion  after  the  determination  of  an  estate  in  dower. 

It  is  contended  for  the  appellee,  that  because  Mr.  Keith's  es- 
tate was  insolvent,  the  exemption  of  the  homestead,  which  oth- 
erwise would  have  continued  only  during  the  minority  of  Miss 
Keith,  became  thereby  enlarged  into  a  fee.  Section  15  of  the 
act  of  1873  reads  as  follows:  "That  the  homestead  exempted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  minor  child  or  children  under 
this  act,  may  be  retained  by  such  wife,  or  by  such  child  or  chil- 
dren, until  it  is  ascertained  whether  the  estate  is  solvent  or  in- 
solvent; and  if  the  estate  is  insolvent,  shall  vest  in  them  al)80- 
lutely.  If  the  estate  is  solvent,  the  homestead  shall  be  held, 
considered  and  treated  as  a  part  of  the  real  estate  of  the  dece- 
dent, without  reference  to  this  act."  It  will  be  observed,  that 
this  right  to  retain  has  for  its  subject  the  homestead  exempted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  minor  child  or  children.  We 
can  not  think  the  legislature  intended  by  this  to  enlarge  the 
minor's  mere  right  to  occiqyy,  beyond  the  period  of  minority. 
The  purpose,  we  think,  was,  that  this  right  to  occupy,  which, 
in  the  event  the  estate  is  solvent,  determines  when  the  occupant 
becomes  twenty-one,  shall  be  enlarged  to  an  absolute  title,  in 
the  event  the  estate  proves  insolvent.  The  purpose  was  to  en- 
large an  existing  estate  or  interest,  not  to  create  a  new  one, 
after  the  first  had  terminated.  The  estate  in  the  present  case, 
on  the  basis  that  the  estate  was  solvent,  was  a  right  to  occupy 
three  months  and  eight  days.  That  was  the  estate  the  statute 
provided  for  the  enlargement  of.  At  the  time  of  its  termina- 
tion, July  23d,  we  are  not  informed  the  estate  was  insolvent. 
It  may  not  have  been  insolvent.  Destruction  of  property,  de- 
preciation in  stocks  or  other  securities,  failures  of  debtors,  and 
many  possible  events  or  casualties,  may  render  estates  insolvent, 
which  were  amply  solvent  at  the  time  of  decedent's  death.     So, 
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on  the  other  hand,  estates  apparently  insolvent,  have  heen  shown 
to  be  solvent,  by  a  failure  to  establish  claims  against  them.  We 
think  we  do  f nil  justice  to  the  claimant  of  homestead,  when  we 
hold,  as  we  do,  that  an  estate  can  not  be  regarded  as  insolvent, 
until  it  is  so  pronounced  by  judicial  determination;  and  when 
so  pronounced,  it  may  relate  back  to  the  time  of  filing  the  re- 

gort  of  insolvency,  but  certainly  can  extend  back  no  farther, 
o,  we  hold,  that  the  enlargement  of  the  temporary  right  to 
occup}',  into  a  fee,  can  not  take  place,  unless  the  report  of  in- 
solvency is  made  before  the  termination  of  the  right  to  so  oc- 
cupy. It  is  only  in  such  case  that  there  is  any  right  or  interest 
to  be  enlarged  by  the  happening  of  the  insolvency.  When  the 
limited  or  qualified  right  expires  before  the  insolvency  sujjer- 
venes,  there  is  no  estate  left  to  be  enlarged.  Possibly,  there 
might  be  cases  of  collusion,  or  fraud,  which  would  work  an  ex- 
ception to  this  rule ;  but  this  case  requires  no  decision  of  that 
question. 

The  reasonableness  of  this  interpretation  will  be  much  more 
manifest,  when  we  inquire,  what  would  be  the  result  of  the  op- 
posite view.  The  same  language  is  employed,  and  in  the  same 
sentence,  to  define  the  rights  of  the  minor  child,  and  of  the 
surviving  wife.  The  words  must  receive  the  same  construction 
in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other.  If  we  hold  that,  in  the  case  of 
a  minor  child,  the  possession  of  the  lioraestead  is  to  be  retained 
by  such  minor  until  it  is  ascertained  whether  the  estate  is  sol- 
vent or  insolvent,  and  this  notwithstanding  such  minor  may 
reach  his  or  her  majority  long  before  the  fact  of  solvency  vel 
non  is,  or  can  be  ascertained,  how  can  this  principle  be  made 
applicable  to  the  widow  i  Her  right  to  occupy  the  homestead 
continues,  in  all  cases,  during  her  life.  How  can  that  mere 
right  to  occupy  Tie  prolonged,  so  as  to  cover  an  additional  pe- 
riod, while  the  question  of  the  solvency  of  the  estate  may  re- 
n)ain  in  doubt  i  Suppose  she  dies  before  that  fact  is  ascer- 
tained ;  who  is  there  to  occupy  during  the  doubtful  period  ? 
And  if  she  die  while  the  estate  is  considered  solvent,  and,  by 
some  unforeseen  event  or  disaster,  it  becomes  necessary  to  have 
it  declared  insolvent,  does  a  new  right  of  homestead,  overleap- 
ing the  chasm,  spring  up  in  her  heir  at  law  ?  Such,  it  would 
seem,  would  be  some  of  the  consequences  of  holding  that  the 
right  of  the  minor  to  occupy  the  homestead  is  prolonged  be- 
yond the  period  of  minority,  that  it  may  be  ascertained  whether 
the  estate  is  solvent  or  insolvent ;  or,  the  statute  means  one 
thing  when  applied  to  minors,  and  an  entirely  different  thing 
when  applied  to  the  widow.  We  know  of  no  canon  which  wiU 
authorize  such  interpretation.  The  chief  policy  of  maintaining 
the  right  of  homestead  exemption  after  the  death  of  the  owner, 
is  that  the  widow  and  minor  child  or  children,  in  consideration 
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of  their  presumed  helplessness,  may  have  shelter  and  means  of 
support.  The  constitution  guarantees  these,  and  the  legislature 
is  powerless  to  take  them  away.  Any  thing  beyond  them  i& 
mere  legislative  bounty.  We  find  nothing  to  justify  its  exten- 
sion in  the  present  case.  Miss  Keith's  homestead  right  did  not 
extend  beyond  the  time  she  attained  her  majority. 

There  being  in  this  case  no  valid  homestead  exemption,  the 
error  of  the  judge  of  the  Probate  Court  in  himself  setting  aside 
the  allotment,  without  referring  it  to  the  Circuit  Court,  worked 
no  injury.  And  there  being  no  homestead  exemption  in  the 
way,  the  Probate  Court  had  authority  to  grant^he  order  of  sale. 
The  probate  proceedings  being  regular,  and  title  made  to  Ba- 
ker, the  purchaser,  he  established  his  right  to  recover  the  prem- 
ises sued  for.  The  Circuit  Court  erred  in  the  charge  given. 
It  should  have  been  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Farley  v.  Riordon. 

Contest  of  Widow's  Claim  of  Homestead  Exemption. 

1.  Claim  of  homestead  exemption,  and  contest  thereof;  where  tried. 
Under  statutory  provisions  (Code,  §§  2838,  2841)^  the  Probate  Court,  or 
the  judge  of  probate,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  any  contest  as  to  the 
right  of  homestead  exemption,  but  is  required  to  certify  the  issue  to  the 
Circuit  Court  for  trial,  Mdielher  it  arise  on  an  allotment  made  by  commis- 
sioners, or  on  an  application  made  to  the  court  under  circumstances 
which  dispense  with  the  necessity  for  the  appointment  of  commissioners. 

2.  Exceptions  to  ividow's  claim  ;  whenjiled. — A  contest  of  the  widow's 
claim  to  a  homestead  exemption  can  only  be  originated,  in  the  Probate 
Court,  by  the  tiling  of  written  exceptions  to  the  allowance  of  the  claim, 
or  of  the  allotment,  as  the  case  may  be  ;  which  must  be  filed,  when  made 
to  the  allotment,  within  "thirty  days  after  the  expiration  of  the  sixty 
days  "  allowed  them  for  making  their  allotment  and  report;  and  within 
thirty  da3^s,  when  the  claim  is  made  by  petition  under  circumstances 
whicli  render  the  appointment  and  report. of  commissioners  unnecessary, 
all  the  facts  being  presented  by  the  pleadings. 

3.  Same. — If  exceptions  are  not  filed  within  the  prescribed  time,  the 
court  has  no  power  to  allow  them  to  be  filed  afterwards ;  and  an  order  of 
continuance,  though  made  by  consent,  and  stated  in  a  subsequent  entry 
to  have  been  made  "without  prejudice,"  does  not  enlarge  the  time 
within  which  exceptions  may  be  filed. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Clarke. 
In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Margaret  Riordon, 
widow  of  John  Riordon,  deceased,  selecting  certain  .lots  in  the 
Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA. 

[Farley  v.  Riordon.] 

city  of  Mobile,  of  which  her  hnsband  died  seized  and  possessed, 
and  praying  that  the  same  niigiit  be  set  apart  to  her  as  a  home- 
stead, ''  free  and  exempt  from  all  the  debts  of  the  said  John 
Riordon."  The  petition  was  filed  on  the  19th  Novemljer, 
1878,  and  alleged  tliat  said  John  Riordon  died,  intestate,  on  the 
loth  September,  187S,  leaving  no  children;  that  he  occupied 
as  his  homestead,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  two  of  the  lots, 
which  were  particularly  described,  and  which  did  not  exceed 
!^500  in  value;  and  that  the  third  lot,  also  particularly  de- 
scribed, "  is  immediately  adjoining  and  contiguous  to  said  lots 
first  above  described,  and  is  of  tlie  value  oi  not  more  than 
$-1:00,  or  ^500 ;  and  petitioner  therefore  selects  as  her  home- 
stead the  whole  of  said  real  estate,  being  of  less  value  than 
$2,000,  and  prays  that  the  same  may  be  set  apart  to  her  as  her 
homestead,"  6c(i.  On  the  filing  of  this  petition,  the  Probate 
Court  appointed  the  23d  November  for  the  hearing,  and  ordered 
notice  of  the  application  to  be  given  to  the  administrator,  Owen 
Farley.  On  the  23d  November,  as  the  minute-entry  of  that 
date  recites,  "  the  hearing  of  questions  incidental  to  the  appli- 
cation of  Margaret  Riordon  for  the  exemption  allowed  by  law 
having  been  set  down  for  hearing  this  day,  came  the  attorneys 
of  the  applicant  and  administrator,  and  request  the  court  to 
continue  the  proceedings;  and  it  is  so  ordered."  On  the  12th 
January,  1880,  a  petition  was  tiled  bv  the  administrator,  asking 
an  order  to  sell  the  real  estate  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  and 
on  the  same  day  an  order  was  entered  on  the  minutes,  that  the 
hearing  of  the  widow's  petition  "be  set  down  for  the  15th 
inst."  On  the  15th  January,  an  order  was  entered  in  the  mat- 
ter of  said  petition,  in  these  words:  "Continued  by  agreement 
of  counsel,  under  leave  of  the  court." 

The  following  orders  were  afterwards  entered  in  the  matter 
of  the  petition,  at  the  dates  sjiecified :  February  25th,  1880 : 
"  Came  the  parties,  and  upon  filing  of  demurrer  by  defendant, 
the  cause  was  continued  to  the  30th  inst."  March  31st,  1880: 
"  Came  Margaret  Riordon,  widow  of  John  Riordon,  in  person 
and  by  attorney ;  and  came  also  Owen  P'arley,  the  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  said  deceased,^  in  person  and  by  attorney,  and 
asks  the  court  to  consider  and  pass  upon  the  application  of  said 
Margaret  for  the  whole  of  the  real  estate  of  said  decedent  to 
be  exempted  to  her  as  her  homestead,  on  the  ground  that  said 
lands  are  of  value  less  than  1^2,000;  and  the  hearing  of  the 
cause  having  beeu  continued  without  prejudice,  as  can  be  seen 
by  reference  to  decree  of  continuance  of  November  23d,  1878, 
the  court  proceeds  to  hear  counsel  on  said  application.  There- 
upon, counsel  for  contestant  demurs  to  said  petition,  as  fol- 
lows," setting  out  the  demurrer;  "and  the  court  having  over- 
ruled said  demurrer,  counsel  for  contestant  thereupon  submits 
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exceptions  to  said  claim  of  exemption,  as  follows,"  setting  them 
out :  "  which  said  exceptions  counsel  for  the  petitioner  moves 
to  strike  from  the  files,  because  the  same  were  not  filed  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  law.  Said  motion  to  strike  from  the 
files  was  denied  by  the  court,  as  said  cause  had  been  continued 
by  agreement,  and  without  prejudice,  as  shown  by  the  fore- 
going orders  of  the  court ;  to  M'hich  ruling  counsel  for  the 
petitioner  excepted.  Motion  was  then  made  by  the  counsel 
for  the  petitioner,  to  certify  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  county 
the  issue  made  up  on  the  exceptions  filed  to  the  petition  ;  which 
motion  was  denied  by  the  court,  as  no  allotment  of  the  home- 
stead had  as  yet  been  made  (Code,  §  2841) ;  to  which  action  of 
the  court  the  petitioner  excepted.  Thereupon,  came  the 
attorneys  for  petitioner,  and  say  that  the  proceedings  in  this 
cause  ought  to  abate,  because  the  Probate  Court  has  no  juris- 
diction to  hear  and  determine  the  issue  formed  on  exceptions 
to  the  allotment  of  a  homestead.  The  court  overruled  this 
motion,  and  the  petitioner  excepted."  The  trial  then  pro- 
ceeded, and,  on  the  evidence  adduced,  the  court  gave  Mrs. 
Riordon  an  election  to  take  either  of  tiie  two  houses  and  lots 
as  her  homestead  ;  but  she  declined  to  make  an  election  between 
them,  and  sued  out  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court;  and  that 
court,  on  errors  assigned,  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Probate 
Court,  and  remanded  the  cause  to  that  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings ;  holding  that  the  exceptions  were  filed  too  late,  and 
that  they  ought  to  have  been  stricken  out  on  motion.  The 
administrator  appeals  from  this  judgment,  and  here  assigns  it 
as  error. 

Overall  &  Bestor,  for  appellant. 

G.  L.  SMrrii,  contra. 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  present 
Code  (1876),  the  Probate  Courts  of  this  State  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  trj'  any  controversy  touching  the  right  of  exemption  to 
real  estate  claimed  as  a  homestead.  This  want  of  jurisdiction 
extends  to  all  cases  where  the  question  is  raised,  whether  the 
allotment  has  already  been  made  and  reported  by  commis- 
sioners, after  they  have  made  the  selection  and  valuation,  or 
whether  the  controversy  arise  on  application  made  directly  to 
the  court  under  such  circumstances  as  to  authorize  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners  to  be  dispensed  with,  as  unnecessary  to 
the  ascertainment  of  the  requisite  facts.  The  language  of  the 
statute  is,  "//i  no  case  shall  the  trial  of  the  right  of  homestead 
be  had  before  a  judge  of  probate,  ov  justice  of  the  peace." 
Code,  §  2838.     In  all  litigated  cases,  therefore,  where  such  a 
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contest  is  properly  raised,  the  issue  formed  is  required  to  he 
certified  hy  the  probate  judge  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  tlie 
county,  to  be  tried  therein  at  the  next  term  thereof;  after 
whieli,  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  shall  be  certified 
back  to  the  ProV)ate  Court  for  further  proceedings." — Code, 
§§  2841,  2838:  Kelly  v.  GarretU  07  Ala.  304;  Baker  v.  Keith, 
at  present  term. 

The  Code  prescribes  the  only  manner  in  which  such  a  contest 
can  be  originated  in  the  Proljate  Court.  This  can  be  done  by 
the  personal  representative  of  the  decedent,  or  any  })erson  in 
adverse  interest,  and  must  be  by  thejiling  of  written  exceptions 
to  the  allowance  of  the  cla'm,  or  to  the  allotment  of  the  home- 
stead, as  the  case  may  be. — Code,  ^  2841.  The  time  is  also 
prescribed,  within  which  these  exceptions  shall  be  filed  and  the 
contest  thus  initiated.  When  the  claim  is  made  through  the 
appointment  of  sworn  commissioners,  it  becomes  their  duty  to 
make  the  selection  and  valuation,  and  report  the  same  to  the 
Probate  Court  within  sixty  days  after  their  appointment;  and 
the  exceptions  are  required  to  be  filed  "  within  thirty  days 
after  the  expiration  of  said  sixty  days." — Code,  <^  2841  ;  Acts 
1876-7,  SJ  24,  p.  42.  This  method  of  contest  is  made  appli- 
cable to  all  cases,  "  when  homestead  or  exemption  is  claimed  by 
the  widow,  or  gnardian  of  the  minors"  (Code,  ^  2841);  and  a 
natural  and  reasonable  construction  of  the  statute  is,  where  no 
report  of  commissioners  is  required,  the  facts  being  all  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings,  the  administrator  is  alloM'ed  thirty 
dayn  within  which  to  file  his  exceptions  to  the  allowance  of  the 
claim  made  in  the  petition.  The  clause  having  reference  to  the 
''sixty  days,"  seems  to  have  no  field  for  operation,  except  in 
those  cases  where  commissioners  are  appointed,  and  it  becomes 
their  duty  to  make  a  report. 

The  petition  of  the  appellee,  claiming  and  selecting  her  ex- 
emption in  a  right  of  homestead  as  widow  of  the  decedent,  was 
filed  in  November,  1878,  and  is  fully  shown  by  the  record  to 
have  been  brought  at  once  to  the  attention  of  the  apj)ellant,  as 
administrator.  No  exceptions  were  filed  by  the  contestant,  un- 
til ]\[arch,  1880,  considerably  uiore  than  a  year  after  the  peti- 
tion was  filed.  AVe  are  of  opinion,  that  they  were  properly  or- 
dered to  be  stricken  from  the  files  by  the  Circuit  Court,  under 
these  circumstances.  The  Probate  Court  had  no  power  to  au- 
thorize tlie  issue  to  be  made  up  after  the  lapse  of  the  period  of 
time  fixed  by  statute.  It  is  a  question  of  jurisdiction,  and  not 
of  mere  pleading.  The  filing  of  the  exceptions  wa.s  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  without  it  no 
issue  could  be  formed,  or  contest  raised  by  the  appellant ;  unless, 
perhaps,  by  demurrer,  in  certain  cases  not  necessary  to  be  con- 
sidered. 
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The  difficulty  under  consideration  is  not  obviated  by  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  appellee's  petition,  and  proceedings  thereunder. 
The  order  of  continuance,  though  made  at  the  request  of  both 
parties,  did  not  operate  as  an  extension  of  the  time  allowed  for 
filing  the  exceptions.  It  was  made  only  four  days  after  the  peti- 
tion was  Hied,  and  there  remained  ample  time  within  which  the 
issue  required  by  statute  could  have  been  formed.  The  recital 
by  the  probate  judge,  in  an  order  made  more  than  a  year  after- 
wards, to  the  effect  that  the  continuance  was  made  "  without 
prejudice,"  does  not  change  its  legal  effect,  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  of  an  express  agreement  of  counsel  touching  the 
question. — Collier  v.  Folk,  66  Ala.  223. 

The  action  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  without  eiror,  and  its 
judgment  is  affirmed. 


Hendricks  v,  Hendricks. 

Bill  in  Equity  fon'  Divorce^  on  account  of  Ahandonment. 

1.  Proof  of  residence. — By  express  statutory  provision  (Code,  §2691), 
a  divorce  can  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of  voluntary  abandonment, " 
unless  it  is  alleged  and  proved  that  the  party  appljdng  for  it,  whether 
husband  or  wife,  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  this  State  for  three 
years  next  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  and  the  statute  being  intended 
to  guard  against  frauds  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  while  the  fact  of 
such  residence  may,  like  any  other  fact,  be  proved  by  circumstances,  the 
court  will  not  act  upon  proof  of  circumstances  which  are  not  in  them- 
selves conclusive,  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  fact,  if  it  exists,  can  be 
established  by  direct  and  indisputable  evidence. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Blount. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  15th  February,  1882,  by 
David  A.  Hendricks,  and  sought  a  divorce  from  his  wife,  on 
the  ground  of  voluntary  abandonment  for  more  than  two  years 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill.  On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings 
and  proof,  the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  on  tlie  ground  that 
the  complainant  had  failed  to  prove  his  residence  bona  fide  in 
the  State  for  the  three  years  next  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ; 
and  the  chancellor's  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Hamill  ife  Dickinson,  and  L.  R.  Hanna,  for  appellant. 

John  A.  Lusk,  contra. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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BRICKELL,  C.  J. — We  concur  in  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor. The  statute,  in  express  terms,  prohibits  the  filing  a  hill 
for  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  voluntary  abandonment,  unless 
it  is  alleged  and  proved,  that,  for  three  years  next  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  the  complainant  has  been  honajide  a  resident 
of  this  State. — Code  of  1876,  §  2691.  The  obvious  purpose 
of  the  statute  is  the  prohibition  of  divorces  by  the  jurisdiction 
having  authority  to  decree  them,  to  those  who,  it  is  jK)66ible, 
may  have  transiently  and  temporarily  transferred  their  resi- 
dence to  this  State,  or  who,  after  the  abandonment  has  occurred, 
may  have  transferred  their  actual  domicile  from  this  to  another 
State — the  prevention  of  frauds  upon  the  law,  by  a  temporary 
residence  raised  for  the  purpose  of  giving  jurisdiction  to  the 
court.  It  is  true,  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence  that  the  marriage 
occurred  in  this  State,  more  than  thirty  years  before  the  bill 
was  tiled,  and  that,  at  diflFerent  times  thereafter,  husband  and 
wife  were  residing  in  the  State ;  and  there  is  an  absence  of  evi- 
dence that  there  was  at  any  time  a  change  of  the  domicile  of 
either.  The  bona  fide  residence  which  the  statute  requires 
may,  like  any  other  fact,  be  proved  by  circumstances ;  but  the 
circumstances  should  be  strong,  in  themselves  conclusive,  and 
inconsistent  M-ith  any  other  reasonable  hypothesis,  than  the  ex- 
istence of  the  fact.  In  a  suit  for  divorce,  the  interests  of  so- 
ciety, as  well  as  the  interests  of  the  parties,  are  involved ;  and 
as  to  a  material  fact,  the  court  should  not  proceed  upon  evi- 
dence which  is  consistent  with  the  non-existence  of  the  fact ; 
especially,  when  it  is,  as  in  the  present  case,  manifest  that,  if 
the  fact  really  exists,  the  party  complaining  has  the  means,  and 
has  had  the  opportunity,  of  proving  it  directly  and  indisputa- 
bly. The  complainant  was  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  and 
knew  the  locality  of  his  residence  during  the  three  years  next 
preceding  the  bill,  and  every  fact  showing  that  it  was  hona  fide. 
There  are  other  witnesses  who  knew  the  fact,  and  yet  neither 
he  nor  they  were  examined  directly  in  reference  to  it.  The 
court  can  feel  but  little  security  in  acting  upon  inconclusive 
circumstances  and  presumptions,  in  the  presence  of  the  fact, 
that  there  was  more  satisfactory  evidence,  which  would  remove 
all  just  doubt,  the  party  had  the  ability  and  opportunity  to 
produce.  A  door  for  collusive  divorces,  against  which  the 
statutes  have  with  caution  interposed  guards,  would  be  0])ened, 
of  which  the  wary  and  unscrupulous  would  not  fail  to  take  ad- 
vantage. 

Let  the  decree  be  affirmed. 
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Lanier  v.  Richardson. 

Application  for  Mandcnntis  to  Probate  Judge^  in  matter  of 
Entry  of  Judgment  on  Verdict  Estdblisiving  Will. 

1.  Entry  of  judgment  or  decree  by  Probate  Court;  when  properly  made 
and  dated. — A  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  rendered  on  the  final  settle- 
ment of  an  estate,  usually  embraces  the  findings  of  the  court  on  both  law 
and  fact,  and,  like  a  decree  in  chancery,  can  not  be  known  until  it  is  of- 
ficially announced  by  the  judge  ;  and  it  should  bear  date  and  take  effect 
as  of  the  time  of  said  official  announcement.  But,  when  the  probate  of  a 
will  is  contested,  and  an  issue  of  devisavil  vel  von  is  submitted  to  a  jury, 
who  find  in  favor  of  the  will,  the  judgment  necessarily  follows  the  ver- 
dict, as  in  an  action  at  law ;  and  the  verdict  being  rendered  on  Saturday 
morning,  while  the  court  is  in  session,  the  judgment  is  properly  entered, 
and  dated  as  of  that  day,  although  the  entry  was  not  actually  made  until 
ten  o'clock  at  night,  after  the  expiration  of  office  hours. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

In  this  case,  as  the  record  shows,  a  petition  was  filed  with  tlie 
clerk  of  said  coin-t,  on  the  19th  June,  18S2,  by  Laura  P.  A. 
Lanier  and  others,  containing  the  following  allegations  and 
prayer :  "  Your  petitioners  represent,  that  on  the  13th  Septem- 
ber', 1881,  Mrs.  Martha  T.  Russell  filed  in  the  Probate  Court  of 
said  county  her  petition  for  the  probate  of  a  paper  writing,  pur- 
porting to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Missouri  W.  Mc- 
Calley,  deceased.  As  heirs  at  law  of  the  said  Missouri,  your 
petitioners  were,  with  others,  made  parties  to  said  petition  ;  and 
afterwards,  on  the  7th  October,  1881,  filed  in  said  court  their 
written  specifications  of  objection  and  contest  to  the  probate  of 
said  will.  Thereupon,  an  issue  was  joined  pursuant  to  law,  and 
said  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury  in  said  conrt;  and  said  jury  re- 
turned a  verdict,  sustaining  said  will.  The  jury  brought  in 
their  verdict  on  Saturday  morning,  March  -Ith,  18S2;  and  the 
court  received  said  verdict  on  said  Saturday  morning,  discharged 
tlie  jury,  and  adjourned,  without  setting  a  day  to  enter  a  judg- 
ment or  decree  on  said  verdict.  On  Saturday  night,  March  4th, 
1882,  between  the  hours  of  eight  and  ten  o'clock,  the  court  en- 
tered the  judgment  or  decree  on  said  verdict.  The  regular 
business  or  ofiice  hours  of  said  court  are  from  nine  o'clock  a.  m., 
to  four  o'clock  p.  m.,  as  prescribed  by  statute.  Xo  notice  of  the 
entry  of  said  decree  was  given  to  contestants,  or  to  their  coun- 
sel ;  and  no  notice  was  given  to  them  of  the  time  when  said  de- 
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cree  would  he  entered.  When  said  decree  was  so  entered,  neither 
said  contestants  nor  their  counsel  were  present.  Your  petitioners 
allege,  that  the  entry  of  said  judgment  or  decree,  so  made  as 
aforesaid  on  Saturday  night,  IVIurch  4th,  18S2,  was  ewtra-jiidi- 
cial,  null  and  void ;  and  that  said  entry  could  not  legally  have 
been  made  sooner  tiian  Monday,  March  0th,  1882.  The  prem- 
ises considered,  your  petitionee  pray  for  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus,  directed  to  Hon.  William  Richardson,  probate 
judge  of  said  county,  commanding  and  requiring  him,  as  such 
judge,  to  annul  and  cancel  the  entry  so  made  by  him  on  the 
night  of  March  4th,  1882,  and,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  enter  said 
judgment  or  decree  as  of  Monday,  March  6th,  1882." 

On  the  hearing  of  the  application,  with  the  evidence  adduced 
for  and  against  it  (which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state,  since  this 
court  decides  the  case  on  the  allegations  of  the  petition  alone), 
the  Circuit  Court  refused  to  award  a  mandamiM  as  prayed'; 
and  this  judgment  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Walker  &,  Shelby,  for  appellants. 

Cabaniss  &  Wakd,  contra. 

STONE,  J. — When  this  case  was  first  presented  to  us,  we 
were  inclined  to  believe  the  judgment  should  have  borne  date 
on  the  Monday  succeeding  the  Saturday  morning  on  which  the 
verdict  was  rendered.  The  ground  of  that  lirst  impression  was, 
that  the  judgment  estal)lishing  the  will  was  entered  on  the 
minutes  of  the  court  after  office  hours  on  Saturday,  being  in 
fact  so  entered  between  eight  and  ten  o'clock,  Saturday  night. 
,We  had  then  recently  decided  the  case  of  Pinney  v.  W  ilUannf, 
at  the  last  term  (69  Ala.  311),  which  was  an  attempt  to  compel, 
by  man<Ianiu^,  a  change  of  the  date  of  a  decree  of  the  Probate 
Court.  Speaking  of  the  duty  of  the  probate  judge  in  such  case, 
we  then  said  :  "  It  clearly  seems  to  be  true,  that  every  such  de- 
cree ought  to  be  dated  when  it  is  iiled  in  the  office  as  a  paper  in 
the  cause,  and  not  before  or  after;  and  that  the  dating  of  such 
decree  is  a  mere  ministerial  act,  as  distinguished  from  the  judi- 
cial act  of  its  rendition,  and  the  discretionary  ])ower  of  deter- 
mining its  terms,  condilions,  or  contents.  These  propositions 
we  are  strongly  inclined  to  favor;  but,  as  they  are  not  neces- 
sarily before  us  for  our  consideration,  we  do  not  undertake  to 
decide  them."  The  decree,  in  that  ease,  was  rendered  on  a  final 
settlement  of  an  estate ;  and  such  decrees  usually  embrace  the 
findings  of  the  court,  both  on  law  and  facts.  Their  principles, 
or  terms,  can  not  be  known,  until  they  are  proclaimed  or  recorded 
by  the  presiding  judge.  They  resemble  the  decrees  of  a  chan- 
cellor, and  remain  in  the  breast  of  the  judge,  unknown  and  sub- 
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ject  to  change,  until  their  official  announcement.  Thepe  is  an 
eminent  fitness  in  holding  that  such  decrees  take  effect,  and 
should  date,  from  the  time  they  are  uttered,  or  made  known. 
Till  then,  they  are  not  decrees,  and  there  is  no  means  of  ascer- 
taining what  they  will  be.  Parties  can  not  be  expected 
to  take  action  in  reference  to  such  decrees,'  until  they  are  pro- 
nounced ;  and  till  tlien,  time  should  not  be  computed. 

As  we  have  intimated  above,  the  present  is  a  case  of  contested 
will.  The  will  of  M.  W.  McCalley  had  been  propounded  for 
probate,  and  objections  in  writing  had  also  been  filed,  resisting 
its  probate  and  establishment.  Thereupon,  an  issue  devisamt 
vel  non  was  made  up,  and  submitted  to  a  jury.  Either  party 
had  the  right  to  claim  a  jury  trial.— Code  of 'l876,  §  2317.  We 
must  presume  this  right  was  claimed,  as  the  court,  in  the  absence 
of  such  claim,  would  not  have  awarded  it.  Such  jury  trials  are 
governed  by  the  same  rules  as  those  which  obtain  in  courts  of 
law. — Ih.  §  2326,  When  the  jury  returned  their  verdict,  in 
favor  of  the  will,  the  judgment  of  the  court  establishing  it  was 
a  matter  of  course,  unless  the  verdict  was  set  aside,  and  a  new 
trial  granted. — Ih.  §  2329.  In  this,  the  analogy  between  it  and  a 
suit  at  law  is  perfect.  When  the  verdict  was  rendered  in  this 
case,  sustaining  the  will,  the  contestants  were  as  fully  informed 
what  the  judgment  would  be.  as  they  were  when  the  minute- 
entry  was  written  up.  Of  course,  we  intend  this  remark  to  ap- 
ply only  when  there  is  no  ground  for  arresting  the  judgment. 
The  judgment  entered  is  but  the  logical  conchision,  resulting 
from  the  premises  ascertained  by  the  verdict.  In  practice,  the 
judgment  on  verdict  is  rarely,  if  ever,  announced  by  the  court, 
it  follows  so  naturally  and  necessarily,  that  it  is  taken  for  granted. 
Its  first  actual  utterance  is  in  the  reading  of  the  minutes,  the 
work  of  the  clerk.  The  judgment,  no  matter  when  written  up, 
is  considered  and  treated  as  given  on  the  day  of  verdict  is 
rendered.  Such  is  the  rule  in  trials  at  common  law ;  and  we 
think  the  same  rule  must  be  observed  in  this  case.  In  what  we 
have  said,  we  have  considered  only  the  averments  of  the  petition. 
It  presents  no  case  for  relief. 

Affirmed. 
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Alexander  r.  Pollock  &  Co. 

Garnishment  an  Jxidgmeiit. 

1.  Wha4  demands  maybe  reached  by  gamUhment. — The  principle  is 
well  settled,  that  only  such  debts,  or  money  demantls,  can  r>e  reached 
by  pamishment,  as  the  defendant  himself  might  recover  by  action  of 
debt,  or  indebitatus  asgumpsit,  in  his  own  name;  and  when  the  defend- 
ant has  no  such  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  in  the  process  can  assert  no 
better  right,  unless  he  can  show  some  fraud  or  collusion,  by  which  his 
legal  rights  are  prejudiced. 

2.  Same. — Where  the  garnishees  answer,  that  the  defendant  is  in 
their  employ  as  a  clerk,  at  an  agreed  comi)ensation  of  $25  per  week,  pay- 
able in  advance,  and  so  paid  at  the  beginning  of  each  week,  each  party 
reserving  the  privilege  of  terminating  the  contract  at  any  time  without 
cause,  there  is  no  liability  which  can  be  reached  by  the  garnishment; 
and  the  fact  that  this  contract  was  made,  on  the  service  of  the  garnish- 
ment, with  the  intent,  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  to  defeat  the  garnish- 
ment proceedings,  does  not  render  the  garnishees  liable,  when  it  does 
not  api)ear  that  they  participated  in  his  fraudulent  intent,  and  he  refused 
to  continue  in  their  employment  under  the  former  contract  between 
them,  by  which  his  wages  were  payable  monthly  in  advance. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  before  the  Hou.  O.  J.  SE>rMEs. 

The  appellant  in  this  case  obtained  a  judgment  in  said  City 
Court,  during  its  April  term,  1881,  against  Lawrence  McGet- 
rick,  for  $683.10;  and  sued  out  a  garnishment  against  J.  Pol- 
lock &  Co.,  a  mercantile  partnership,  as  the  debtors  of  said 
McGetrick,  which  was  served  on  them  on  the  2(>th  May,  1881. 
One  of  the  garnishees  appeared,  and  answered  in  the  name  of 
the  partnersliip;  alleging  that  they  were  not  indebted  to  said 
McGetrick,  either  at  the  service  of  the  garnishment,  or  at  the 
time  of  tiling  their  answer,  and  would  not  be  indebted  to  him 
at  any  future  time,  by  virtue  of  any  contract  existing  between 
them ;  but  stating,  also,  that  McGetrick  was  in  their  employ- 
ment, at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  garnishment,  "by  the 
month,  he  having  the  right  to  quit  at  the  end  of  any  month,  and 
thev  having  the  right  to  discharge  him  at  the  end  of  any  month, 
witliout  cause;"  and  that  on  the  1st  June,  1881,  they  made  a 
contract  with  said  McGetrick,  by  the  terras  of  which  they  "  were 
to  pay  him  $25  per  week  for  his  services,  in  advance,  which 
has  been  done,  each  party  having  the  right  to  terminate  the 
contract  at  any  time."  The  answer  was  tiled  on  the  5tii  July, 
1881,  and  was  not  contested ;  but  the  garnishees  were  required, 
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ou  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  to  answer  orally  in  open  court,  and 
they  80  answered  during  the  July  term  of  the  court,  1882. 
The  following  are  the  material  portions  of  the  oral  answer : 
"Pollock  ife  Co.  have  paid  said  McGetrick  his  wages  regularly, 
since  the  service  of  said  garnishment,  according  to  contract 
made  with  him  on  1st  Junei,  1881.  He  has  never  been  dis- 
charged, but  has  been  constantly  in  our  employment  since  the 
service  of  the  garnishment.  The  original  agreement  of  employ- 
ment, under  which  he  was  working  when  the  garnishment  was 
served,  was  dissolved  on  the  31st  May,  1881 ;  and  we  then 
agreed  to  pay  him  $25  per  week  in  advance  for  his  services. 
The  contract  was  put  in  writing  on  that  day,  and  we  then  paid 
him  for  one  week's  services  in  advance,  before  the  work  was 
performed;  and  we  have  paid  him  his  salary,  under  that  con- 
tract, up  to  the  present  time,  and  now  owe  him  nothing.  Said 
contract  of  June  1st  was  made  with  the  intention  of  defeating 
this  garnishment,  as  he  refused  to  work  mdess  such  a  contract 
was  entered^into." 

The  written  contract,  which  was  produced,  and  signed  by 
both  parties,  was  in  these  words :  "Whereas  L.  McGetrick  has 
heretofore  been  employed  by  J.  Pollock  &  Co.  as  a  salesman, 
by  the  month,  with  the  privilege  of  quitting  said  business  at 
any  time  at  the  end  of  any  month ;  and  whereas,  on  the  31st 
May,  1881,  he  did  notify  said  J.  Pollock  &  Co.  that  he  would 
not  continue  any  longer  as  salesman  for  them,  which  was  as- 
sented to  by  them;  and  whereas,  on  this  1st  June,  1881,  it  is 
agreed  by  and  between  said  McGetrick  and  J.  Pollock  &  Co. 
that  they  employ  said  McGetrick,  from  this  day,  by  the  week, 
and  are  to  pay  him,  in  advance,  the  sum  of  $25  per  week ; 
which  sum  of  money,  for  one  week  from  this  date,  has  been 
paid.  And  it  is  further  agreed  by  and  betv/een  the  said  parties, 
that  said  McGetrick  is  at  liberty  to  quit  said  employment  at 
the  end  of  any  week,  and  the  said  Pollock  &  Co.  may  discharge 
him  at  any  time  they  think  proper  to  do  so." 

This  being  all  the  evidence,  the  court  discharged  the  garnish- 
ees; to  which  ruling  and  judgment  the  plaintiff  duly  excepted, 
and  he  now  assigns  it  as  error. 

Anderson  &  Bond,,  for  appellant,  contended  that  the  con- 
tract between  the  garnishees  and  McGetrick  was  not,  in  legal 
effect,  a  contract  for  his  employment  only  one  week,  or  from 
week  to  week,  but  contemplated  a  continuous  and  permanent 
employment,  for  at  least  one  year;  that  this  was  the  practical 
construction  which  the  parties  themselves  had  placed  on  the 
contract;  that  the  admitted  "fraudulent  intent"  in  the  making 
of  the  contract  showed  it  was  a  mere  device  or  subterfuge 
which  tiie  law  would  not  sanction  ;  and  that  the  garnishees,  not 
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being  discharged  until  the  final  judgment  in  their  favor,  were 
liable  for  the  moneys  paid  by  them  to  McGetrick  in  the  mean- 
time, to  the  amount  due  on  the  ))laintiff's  judgment.  They 
cited  Story  on  Contracts,  3d  ed.,  ^  902;  3  T."  R.  7(5;  2  T.  K 
453;  3  Car.  &  P.  609;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Whitney,  39  Ala.  468; 
Ledie  v.  Mernll,  5S  Ala.  322 ;  Drake  c»n  Attachments,  g|  587, 
606 ;  7  Barn.  &  Cr.  562 ;  8  Dow.  ik  Ry.  336 ;  Camp  v.  Clark\ 
14  Vermont,  3s7 ;  BM  v.  Smith,  l*Dana,  580;  Greene  v. 
Doughty,  6  N.  II.  572 ;  Enos  v.  Tvttle,  3  Conn.  27 ;  Price  v. 
Bradford,  4  La.  35. 

Faith  iV  CL<n:i),  contra. — There  never  was  a  debt  due  from 
the  garnishees  tt)  McGetrick,  for  which  he  could  have  main- 
tained an  action  of  debt,  or  indebiiatu>iafi.'^un)jjt(it.a^d\n6t  them  ; 
and  this  is  the  test  of  the  garnishee's  liability. — Iioby  v.  Zahn- 
zan,  21  Ala.  60;  Powell  v.  Summons  cb  Dotes,  31  Ala.  552; 
NeMtt  V.  Ware,  30  Ala.  68 ;  Ball  v.  Magee  cfe  Peid,  27  Ala. 
414 ;  Liyhtfoot  v.  Rupert,  38  Ala.  666.  The  answer  of  the 
garnishees  denied  any  indebtedness,  and  it  was  not  contested  ; 
and  this,  of  itself,  entitled  them  to  a  discharge.  But  a  creditor, 
even  when  his  claim  has  been  reduced  to  judgment,  has  no  lien 
or  claim  on  tlie  future  wages  or  earnings  of  his  debtor;  and 
there  is  no  statute,  nor  any  principle  of  public  policy,  which 
forbids  that  the  debtor  should  re({uire  payment  in  advance 
for  any  labor  lie  may  perform,  or  any  personal  services  he 
may  render.  *  The  payment  of  honest  debts  is  a  duty,  which 
the  law  recognizes  and  enforces;  but  the  support  and  mainten- 
ance of  his  family  by  the  debtor  is  a  duty  of  at  least  equal  ob- 
ligation, and  is  enjoined  by  the  highest  principles  of  civil  as 
well  as  natural  law. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — It  has  long  l)een,  and  is  now,  the  settled 
doctrine  in  this  State,  that  only  such  moneyed  demands  can  be 
subjected  to  garnishment,  as  tlie  defendant  can  in  his  own  name 
recover  in  an  action  of  debt,  or  indclnhdu^  assumpsit. — Jones' 
Admr  V.  Crews,  64  Ala.  368;  1  Brick.  Dig.  p.  175,  §  314. 

It  is  obviously  true,  that  an  attaching  or  garnishing  creditor 
can  not,  through  the  levy  of  his  process,  acquire  any  higher  or 
better  rights  to  the  debt  or  assets  attached,  than  the  defendant 
had  when  the  garnishment  or  attachment  was  served ;  unless 
he  can  show  some  fraud  or  collusion,  by  which  ins  just  and  le- 
gal rights  are  prejudiced. — Drake  on  Attach.  §  223. 

The  aj)plication  of  these  principles  proves  fatal  to  the  appel- 
lant's right  of  recovery.  The  contract  between  Pollock  »t  Co., 
the  garnishees,  and  the  defendant,  McCietrick,  was.  that  the 
defendant  would  serve  them  as  a  salesman,  in  their  business, 
upon  the  following  terms  and  conditions:  They  were  to  pay 
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him  twenty-five  dollars  per  week  in  advance,  so  long  as  he 
might  continue  in  their  employment.  Each  party  had  the  right 
to  terminate  the  contract  at  any  time,  the  garnishees  reserving 
the  right  to  discharge  McGetrick  within  their  discretion,  with 
or  without  cause,  and  he  having  the  like  privilege  of  abandon- 
ing their  employment  whenever  he  saw  fit.  It  is  shown  that 
he  continued  in  the  employment  of  the  garnishees,  under  this 
arrangement,  for  more  than  a  year;  during  which  period  of 
time  they  punctually  paid  him  his  weekly  wages  of  twenty-live 
dollars  in  advance ;  and  they  answered  that  they  owed  nothing 
at  the  time  of  the  trial.  The  court  discharged  the  garnishees, 
on  motion ;  and  it  is  insisted  that  this  was  error. 

The  test  of  the  correctness  of  the  ruling  is  simple.  Could 
the  defendant,  under  the  contract,  have  recovered  anything 
from  his  employers.  Pollock  &  Co.,  at  an}'  time  within  the  pe- 
riod covered  by  the  garnishment  proceedings  ?  Could  he  have 
ever  successfully  sued  Pollock  &  Co.  in  debt,  or  indebitatus 
assumpsit  ?  It  is  manifest  that  he  could  not.  The  contract 
was  for  no  definite  time.  Either  party  had  the  right  to  annul 
or  abandon  it  at  any  time.  The  contract  price  of  each  week's 
labor  was  paid  in  advance.  Suppose  the  defendant  had  gone, 
at  the  beginning  of  business  hours  on  any  Monday  morning,  and 
tendered  his  services,  at  the  same  time  demanding  his  week's 
wages  in  advance;  the  garnishees  might  have  refused  to  pay, 
and  it  would  constitute  no  hreach  of  the  contra/it  /  because  it 
could,  at  most,  be  construed  only  as  a  refusal  to  employ,  and 
this  right  they  possessed.  The  power  of  discharge  at  any  time 
would  necessarily  involve  the  power  to  refuse  doing  anything 
which  would  operate  as  a  continuance  of  the  employee  in  ser- 
vice. Xo  action  could  possibly  lie  on  such  an  alleged  breach. 
So,  it  is  equally  clear,  that  no  action  would  lie  by  the  defend- 
ant, McGetrick,  for  the  services  of  any  given  week,  after  he 
had  been  paid  for  such  services  in  advance.  The  plea  of  pay- 
ment would  be  a  full  defense. 

We  can  not  see  that  the  garnishees  should  be  held  liable,  be- 
cause the  defendant  was  induced,  of  his  own  volition,  to  aban- 
don the  first  contract  of  employment  at  the  end  of  the  month 
of  May,  and  entered  into  a  new  one  with  intention  to  defeat  the 
garnishment  procjeedings.  What  would  have  been  the  effect, 
if  the  garnishees  had  aided,  or  participated  in  the  design,  by 
voluntary  collusion,  we  need  not  decide  ;  for  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  refused  to  continue  the  duties  of  his  employment, 
unless  the  new  arrangement  was  made.  He  had  a  right  to  dis- 
solve the  original  contract,  at  the  end  of  any  month,  by  its  ex- 
press terms ;  and  this  he  did,  without  the  advice,  encourage- 
ment, or  collusion  of  his  employers,  so  far  as  the  record  dis- 
closes.    Teeter  v.  Williams,  3  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  562,  was  a  case 
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strikingly  similar  to  this  in  principle.  The  conrt  held  the  new 
arrangement  valid,  although  appearing  to  have  been  made  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  the  defendant's  subsequent  earnings 
from  being  subjected  by  the  attachment. 

It  is  true  that  the  statute  only  exempts  the  sum  of  twenty- 
five  dollars  per  month  of  the  wages,  salary,  or  compensation  of 
laborers,  or  employees  for  personal  service,  and  all  sums  above 
this  are  liable  to  garnishment. — Code  of  1876,  §  2823.  But  the 
sum  garnished  must  appear  to  have  been  actually  due  at  the 
time  of  making  the  answer,  or  else  that  it  will  become  due  in 
the  future  by  a  valid  contract  then  existing. — Code,  ^  3269 ; 
Jmies  V.  Crews,  64  Ala.  368.  If  the  proceeds  of  a  debtor's  la- 
bor are  invested  in  property,  not  exempt,  it  would,  of  course, 
be  liable  to  execution. — Patterson  v.  CarnjjheU,  9  Ala.  933. 
So,  it  is  plain,  that  he  can  not  make  an  assignment  of  his  future 
earnings,  accruing  under  an  existing  contract,  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  them  from  being  subjected  by  garnishment,  or 
trustee  process. — Gragyv.  Martin,  12  Allen  (Mass.),  498.  But, 
at  the  same  time,  creditors  have  no  power  to  compel  a  debtor 
to  complete  his  contract  for  personal  labor  or  services ;  and  it 
has  been  held,  that  if  he  labor  without  compensation,  or  give 
his  labor  away  to  another,  his  creditors  can  not  charge  the  donee 
who  receives  the  benefit. — Hoot  v.  Sorrel,  11  Ala.  386;  Hodges 
V.  Cobh,  8  Rich.  (S.  C.)  50.  The  law  has  great  regard  for  the 
high  moral  duty  resting  upon  the  debtor,  to  provide  a  mainten- 
ance and  support  for  both  himself  and  family,  at  least  to  the 
extent  of  necessary  wants ;  and  it  may  often  be  the  case,  that 
his  only  resource  available  for  this  purpose  must  be  the  wages 
of  his  labor.  Hence,  conclusions  of  fraud  will  not  be  too  rea- 
dily drawn,  in  construing  contracts  made  to  effectuate  this  pur- . 
pose. — Bump  on  Fraud.  Conv.  (2d  Ed.)  pp.  2-14-45 ;  Leslie  v. 
Joyner,  2  Head  (Tenn.),  514 ;  Hall  v.  Mayee,  27  Ala.  414. 

The  contract  in  question  being  free  from  legal  objection  as 
rightfully  made,  its  terms  and  conditions  can  not  be  interfered 
with,  interrupted,  or  changed  in  any  manner,  through  opera- 
tion of  the  garnishment  proceedings.  This  is  not  the  scope  or 
function  of  such  process.  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  it  can  act 
only  on  the  legal  rights  of  the  defendant,  as  they  exist  under, 
and  are  fixed  oy  his  contract  with  the  garnishees. — Drake  on 
Attach.  §  594 ;  Swisher  v.  Fitch,  1  Sm.  &  Marsh.  541 ;  White 
V.  Richardson,  12  New  Hamp.  93 ;  Hall  v.  Mame,  27  Ala.  414. 

The  judgment  of  the  City  Court  must  be  aihrmed. 
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Planters'  and  Merchants'  Insurance 
Co.  V,  Tunstall. 

Action  for  Money  Had  and  Received,  under  Common  and 
Special  Counts. 

1.  Assignment  of  promissory  note  by  separate  writing. — As  between  the 
assisrnor  and  assignee,  a  valid  assignment  of  a  promissory  note  may  be 
made  by  a  separate  instrument  of  writing,  without  indorsement  or  de- 
livery of  the  note,  and  without  notice  to  the  maker ;  and  an  antecedent 
debt,  or  existing  liability,  is  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  such 
assignment. 

2.  Same;  irhen  note  is  held  by  adverse  claimant. — Such  an  assignment, 
transferring  the  entire  interest  in  the  note,  is  not  contrary  to  public  pol- 
icy, nor  void  for  maintenance  or  champerty,  because  the  note  is  at  the 
time  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  claiming  adversely  to  the  assignor, 
or  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  due  froui  him  ;  l)ut,  until  notice  of  the 
assignment  is  given  to  the  maker  and  holder,  all  dealings  between  them 
and  the  assignor  in  reference  to  the  note,  if  made  in  good  faith,  and  for 
valuable  consideration,  will  be  protected. 

3.  When  action  lies  for  money  had  and  received. — An  action  for  money 
had  and  received  is  an  equitable  remedy,  and  lies  whenever  the  defend- 
ant has  received  money  which  in  good  conscience  he  ought  not  to  retain, 
and  which,  ex  aequo  et  bong,  belongs  to  the  plaintiff. 

4.  Embezzlement  and  larceny;  at  common  law,  and  by  statute. — At  com- 
mon law,  embezzlement  was  a  mere  breach  of  trust,  and  not  an  indicta- 
ble offense,  unless  the  act  amounted  to  larceny ;  and  the  statutes  in  refer- 
ence to  embezzlement  by  clerks,  agents,  &c.  (Code,  §§  4377,  '83,  '84), 
embrace  some  acts  which  were  larceny  at  common  law,  as  well  as  acts 
which  were  mere  breaches  of  trust. 

5.  Disqualijicntion  of  witness  by  conviction  of  infam.ous  offense. — A 
conviction  of  the  common-law  offense  of  larceny  renders  a  person  incom- 
petent as  a  witness ;  but  a  conviction  of  the  statutory  offense  of  embez- 
zlement does  not  have  that  effect,  unless  the  particular  act  would  have 
been  larceny  at  common  law. 

6.  Same;  presumption  in  favor  of  judgment. — When  objection  is  made 
to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  on  account  of  a  conviction  of  embezzle- 
ment, and  the  objection  is  sustained  by  the  court  below,  this  court  will 
indulge  the  presumption,  unless  the  record  repels  it,  that  the  act  would 
have  been  larceny  at  common  law. 

7.  Depositions  of  convicts  in  penitentiary. — The  statutory  provisions 
regulating  the  taking  of  the  depositions  of" convicts  in  the  penitentiarj' 
(Code,  §§  4613-14),  has  no  reference  to  their  competency,  but  leaves  that 
to  be  determined  by  the  general  law. 

8.  Objection  to  competency  of  vntness;  when  made,  or  waived. — Cross- 
examining,  without  objection,  a  witness  whose  deposition  is  taken,  is  a 
waiver  of  objection  to  his  competency ;  but,  when  there  is  no  cross- 
examination,  or  filing  of  cross-interrogatories,  the  objection  may  be  made 
at  any  time  before  the  trial  is  begun. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Tried  before  the  Hon.  O.  J.  Skmmes, 

This  action  was  brought  by  Wiley  C.  Tunstall,  against  the 
appellant,  a  domestic  corporation;  and  was  commenced  on  the 
ISth  May,  1878.  The  complaint  contained  the  commo.n  count 
for  money  had  and  received,  and  two  special  counts,  each  aver- 
ring the  circumstances  under  which  the  money  sued  for  was 
colfected  and  received  by  the  defendant.  There  were  demur- 
rers to  the  special  counts,  assigning  s})ecially  several  causes  of 
demurrer;  which  were  overruled  by  the  court,  and  which  it  is 
not  necessary  to  state,  since  the  same  (juestions  were  raised  by 
the  charges  asked  and  refused,  after  stated  ;  and  the  demurrers 
being  overruled,  the  general  issue  was  pleaded  to  all  of  the 
counts. 

Before  entering  on  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  moved  to  suppress 
the  deposition  of  C.  A.  Lathrop,  a  convict  in  the  penitentiary, 
which  had  been  taken  on  interrogatories  filed  by  the  defend- 
ant. The  ground  of  the  motion  was,  "that  said  Lathrop,  Ije- 
fore  the  taking  of  his  said  deposition,  had  been  tried  and  con- 
victed, in  said  City  Court,  of  and  for  the  crime  of  embezzle- 
ment, and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  and 
was  confined  in  the  penitentiary  under  his  said  sentence  when 
his  deposition  was  taken,  and  was  therefore  incompetent  as  a 
witness."  "It  was  admitted,"  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites, 
"that  said  Lathrop  was  so  convicted,  sentenced,  and  confined; 
l)ut  they  insisted  that  this  did  not  render  hnn  incompetent  as  a 
witness,  and  that  the  ob  jection  was  raised  too  late,  as  the  plain- 
tiff had  due  notice,  when  the  interrogatories  were  filed  and 
served,  that  said  Lathrop  was  then  a  convict  in  the  peniten- 
tiary." The  court  sustained  the  motion,  and  suppressed  the 
de{>osition ;  to  which  an  exception  was  duly  reserved  by  the 
defendant. 

The  money  sued  for,  amounting  to  somewhat  less  than  one 
thousand  dollars,  was  the  proceeds  of  a  promissory  note  exe- 
cuted by  one  S.  T.  Prince,  or  the  money  realized  by  the  de- 
fendant from  the  sale  of  certain  bonds  wliich  Prince  liad  trans- 
ferred and  delivered  in  compromise  and  settlement  of  his  note. 
The  plaintiff  claimed  the  note  under  a  written  transfer  by  one 
D.  T.  Webster,  made  in  the  name  of  D.  T.  Webster  ik  Co., 
which  was  dated  Mobile,  January  17, 1877,  and  in  these  words : 
"  I  transfer  to  W.  C.  Tunstall  a  promissory  note  on  S.  T.  Prince 
for  about  three  thousand  dollars,  payable  to  D.  T.  Webster  <fe 
Co.,  or  Webster  &  Wilson  ;  which  note  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
Planters'  and  Merchants'  Insurance  Company,  and  which  they 
will  please  deliver  to  said  Tunstall  on  demand.  The  above 
transfer  is  made  as  collateral  security  for  an  indebtedness  due 
to  the  said  W,  C.  Tunstall."  The  note  of  Prince  was  payable 
to  Webster  &  Wilson,  who  were  commission-merchants  in  Mo- 
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bile  in  1873,  or  to  their  successor,  D.  T.  Webster,  wlio  con- 
tinued their  business  under  the  name  of  D.  T.  Webster  &  Co. ; 
and  it  was  acquired  by  the  defendant  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances :  Tunstall,  the  plaintiff,  was  a  planter,  residing  in 
the  country,  and  having  dealings  with  said  firms  in  Mobile, 
who  made  advances  to  him  from  time  to  time,  and  sold  his 
crops  ;  and  he  was  indebted  to  them,  at  the  time  of  the  change 
of  the  firm,  in  a  large  amount,  for  which  they  held  his  two 
promissory  notes  of  $4,000  each;  one  of  which  notes  was 
transferred  by  Webster  to  the  defendant  insurance  company,  as 
collateral  security  for  money  loaned  to  him  by  the  company. 
On  a  settlement  or  statement  of  accounts  between  plaintiff  and 
Webster,  in  the  summer  of  1874,  plaintiff  being  found  in- 
debted in  the  amount  of  about  $7,000,  and  desiring  additional 
advances  to  the  amount  of  $1,000  or  $1,500,  executed  several 
new  notes,  aggregating  the  whole  amount,  and  delivered  them 
to  Webster,  on  the  latter's  promise  to  forward  the  old  notes  on 
his  return  to  Mobile ;  but,  instead  of  doing  this,  he  used  the 
new  notes  also,  as  he  had,  used  the  old  notes  for  which  they 
were  to  be  substituted,  by  transferring  them  as  collateral 
security  to  several  of  his  creditors.  Plaintiff  demanding  the 
return  of  his  old  notes,  Webster  went  to  the  president  of  the 
defendant  insurance  company,  and  offered  to  substitute  the 
note  on  Prince  for  the  $4,000  note  of  plaintiff  which  the  com- 
pany then  held  ;  but  the  president,  declaring  that' he  had  no 
authority  to  make  the  substitution,  offered  to  submit  the  pro- 
posal to  the  proper  committee,  and  Webster  left  the  note  of 
Prince  with  him  for  that  purpose.  The- proposal  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  committee,  and  was  rejected  by  them ;  but  the 
note  of  Prince  was  not  returned  to  Webster,  being  left  with 
the  officers  of  the  company,  or  retained  by  them ;  and  they 
afterwards  claimed  to  hold  it  as  collateral  security  for  Web- 
ster's indebtedness.  Plaintiff  was  afterwards  sued  on  his  note 
for  $4,000  held  by  the  defendant,  and  settled  the  debt  by  com- 
promise ;  and  Webster,  while  that  suit  was  pending,  transferred 
to  him  the  said  note  of  Prince,  as  shown  by  the  written  transfer^ 
telling  him  that  the  defendant  had  no  right  to  hold  it.  A 
written  demand  for  the  note  was  made  by  plaintiff  on  de- 
fendant, on  the  3d  ISTovember,  1877 ;  to  which  the  defendant 
replied,  that  the  note  had  been  settled  and  surrendered,  with 
the  consent  and  approval  of  Webster,  on  the  27tli  March,  1877. 

On  these  facts,  the  defendant  requested  the  following  charges, 
which  were  in  writing : 

"  1.  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that,  before  and  at 
the  time  when  the  note  of  Prince  to  Webster  &  Wilson  was 
delivered  by  Webster  to  the  defendant,  said  note  was  past  due ; 
and  that  said  Webster  was  then  indebted  to  the  defendant  in 
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an  amount  exceeding  the  amount  of  said  note ;  and  that  Web- 
ster afterwards  demanded  said  note  of  tlie  defendant,  and  the 
defendant  refused  to  deliver  it  to  him,  claiminira  right  to  hold 
it  adversely  to  said  Webster,  as  collateral  security  for  tlie  pay- 
ment of  Webster's  said  indebtedness;  and  that  afterwards, 
M'hilesaid  note  was  in  the  possession  of,  and  lield  by  defendant, 
said  Webster  assigned  said  note  to  j)laintiff  by  the  separate 
written  instrument  read  in  evidence,  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  tire  defendant,  then  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to 
recover  of  the  defendant,  in  this  action,  money  afterwards  col- 
lected by  the  defendant  on  said  note. 

"  2.  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  said  assignment  of  Prince's  note  by  saitl  Webster  to 
plaintiff,  said  note  was  past-due,  and  was  not  then  in  the  posses- 
sion of  said  Webster,  but  was  in  the  possession  of  tlie  de- 
fendant, claiming  a  right  to  hold  it  as  collateral  security  for 
the  payment  of  a  large  indebtedness  then  and  now  due  from 
said  Webster :  and  that  said  assignment  to  tiie  plaintiff  was 
not  made  for  any  valuable  consideration  then  given  therefor, 
but  only  as  indemnity  for  any  loss  to  which  plaintiff  might  be 
subjected  by  reason  of  notes  which  he  ha<l  given  to  said  Wel>- 
8t€r,  or  to  Webster  <t  AVilson ;  and  if  the  jury  further  find 
that  the  defendant  afterwards,  liefore  it  had  any  notice  or 
knowle<Jge  of  said  assignment  to  plaintiff,  did,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  saiil  Webster,  compromise  and  settle  said 
note  of  Prince,  by  receiving  in  satisfaction  thereof  certain 
bonds,  which  were  afterwards  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale 
applied,  pi'o  tanio,  to  the  payment  of  Webster's  indebtetlness 
to  the  defendant ;  and  if  they  further  find  that  it  is  not  shown 
by  the  evidence  that  the  defendant.  l>efore  or  at  the  time  of 
such  settlement,  comproniise  and  application  (»f  proceeds,  had 
any  notice  or  knowledge  of  said  assignment  tt>  plaintiff,  then 
plaintiff  has  no  right  to  recover  of  the  defendant,  in  this  ac- 
tion, the  amount  of  said  note,  or  the  proceeds  of  said  compro- 
mise and  settlement,  and  the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendant. 

"3.  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  assignment 
of  Prin<-e's  said  note  was  made  by  said  Webster  to  plaintiff  by 
the  written  assignment  given  in  evidence*,  and  was  made  after 
the  maturity  of  said  note,  and  for  the  purpose  expressed  in 
said  assignment ;  said  assignment  gave  to  the  plaintiff  a  right 
of  action  on  sai4  note  against  said  Prince,  but  no  right  of  ac- 
tion thereon  agaiiujt  the  defendant ;  and  if  they  further  find 
from  the  evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  said  assignment,  plaintiff 
knew  that  said  note  was  in  the  defendant's  possession,  ami 
further  find  that  the  defendant,  with  tlie  knowledge  and  eon- 
sent  of  said  Webster,  afterwards  compromised  said  note  with 
said  Prince,  and  applied  the  proceeds  of  said  compromise  and 
10 
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settlement  to  the  payment,  j!>;y>  tanto^  of  an  indebtedness  of 
said  Webster  to  the  defendant ;  and  that  sucli  compromise,  set- 
tlement and  application  of  proceeds  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant before  it  had  any  notice  or  knowledge  of  said  assign- 
ment to  the  plaintiff,  the  burden  of  proving  such  prior  notice 
or  knowledge  is  on  the  plaintiff,  and  without  such  proof  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defendant,  in  this 
action,  the  proceeds  of  said  compromise  and  settlement. 

"  4.  If  the  jury  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  said  assign- 
ment of  the  note  by  Webster  to  plaintiff  was  made  after  the 
maturity  of  the  note,  and  that  plaintiff  then  knew  that  said 
note  was  at  that  time  in  the  defendant's  possession ;  and  they 
further  find  that  afterwards,  before  the  defendant  had  notice  of 
such  assignment,  said  defendant  did,  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  said  Webster,  compromise  and  settle  said  note  with 
said  Prince,  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  such  settlement  to  the 
part  payment  of  said  Webster's  indebtedness  to  the  defendant, 
such  action  and  consent  of  said  Webster  did  authorize  the  de- 
fendant to  make  such  compromise,  settlement,  and  application 
of  proceeds,  whether  the  defendant  had,  or  had  not,  previously, 
wrongfully  acquired  or  withheld  said  note  from  Webster,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled,  in  this  action,  to  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant the  proceeds  of  such  compromise." 

The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and  the  defendant 
excepted  to  their  refusal ;  and  their  refusal  is  now  assigned  as 
error,  together  with  the  overruling  of  the  demurrers  to  the 
complaint,  and  the  several  rulings  on  the  evidence  to  which 
exceptions  were  reserved. 

Wm.  G.  Jones,  and  Overall  &  Bestor,  for  appellant. — (1.) 
The  defendant  came  lawfully  into  the  possession  of  the  Prince 
note,  long  before  any  attempted  assignment  of  said  note  to 
Tunstall,  and  had  no  notice  of  any  such  assignment  until  long 
after  the  note  had  been  compromised  and  settled,  with  the  con- 
sent of  Webster,  and  the  money  had  been  applied  in  partial 
satisfaction  of  Webster's  debt  to  the  defendant.  An  assign- 
ment of  a  chose  in  action  is  not  complete,  until  notice  to  the 
debtor;  and  when  made  assignable  by  statute,  the  assignment 
may  be  good  without  notice,  but  only  when  accompanied  by 
actual  delivery. — Hohson  v.  Stevenson,  1  Cooper,  205 ;  Gayoso 
Savings  Institute  v.  Fellows,  6  Coldw.  Tenn.  467-73 ;  Palmer 
V.  Merrill,  6  Cush.  Mass.  282-86  ;  BlacTcTnan  v.  Lehman, 
Durr  (&  Co.,  63  Ala.  550.  (2.)  Plaintiff's  own  negligence  en- 
abled Webster  to  perpetrate  this  fraud,  by  which  either  he  or 
defendant  must  lose ;  and  as  between  them,  the  loss  must  fall 
on  plaintiff. —  Young  <&  Son  v.  Lehman,  Durr  cfe  Co.,  63  Ala.' 
519.     (3.)     The  deposition  of  Lathrop  ought  not  to  have  been 
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siippressed.  At  coninion  law,  einl)ezzleinent  was  not  a  criminal 
offense;  and  the  conmion-law  rule,  as  to  the  competency  of  wit- 
nesses convicted  of  infamons  offenses,  is  unchanged  hy  statute 
in  this  j)articular. — ILirrison  r.  77ie  S/afe,  i>i)  Ala.  239;  Taylor 
V.  T1i£  Sittfe,  02  Ala.  164.  Tlie  manner  of  taking  the  de])Osi- 
tionsof  convicts  in  the  j)enitentiary  is  prescrilKjd  by  the  statute 
(Code,  ^§  4613-14),  which  was  strictly  followed  ;  and  depositions 
thus  taken  are  made  comjxjtent  evidence.  (4.)  If  the  witness 
was  incompetent,  the  objection  to  the  deposition  came  too  late. 
Oraifis  Keeeutors  v.  Brown,  'I'l  Ala.  262 ;  1  (Treenl.  Ev.  ^  421. 

G.  L.  Smith,  contra. — (1.)  A  j)romi8Sory  note,  not  payable 
at  a  bank  or  banking  house,  is  not  commercial  paper,  and  may 
l>e  assigned  like  any  other  evidence  of  debt,  or  like  a  chattel. 
iMiapkin  v.  PhiUijM,  9  Porter,  98 ;  HaU  <£•  Saunders  v.  P. 
<f'  j/.  Banl\  6  Ala.  761 ;  Gookin  v.  litchardson,  11  Ala.  889. 
If  payable  at  a  bank,  it  loses  its  commercial  (lualilies  when  past 
due,  and  may  then  l)e  assigned  like  any  other  <7<o*^,  or  like  a 
chattel ;  and  it  is  no  objection  to  its  assignment,  that  it  is  at  the 
time  held  by  a  wrongdoer,  or  by  virtue  of  a  tort. — Hinton  v. 
yehon,  13  Ala.  226 ;  Bnmm  v.  IJpsromh,  9  Porter,  472.  (2.) 
The  action  is  not  founded  on  the  note,  but  to  recover  its  pro- 
ceeds as  money  had  and  received.  The  action  is  an  equitable 
one,  and  lies  whenever  the  defendant  has  money  which,  in  equity 
and  good  conscience,  belongs  to  the  plaintiff. — 1  Brick.  Digest, 
140,  §  72  ;  9  Porter.  98 ;  6  Ala.  716:11  Ala.  889.  The  de^nd- 
ant  was  without  right  to  the  note,  acquiring  and  holding  it 
merely  as  a  wrongdoer ;  and  was  neither  entitled  to  notice  of 
the  assignment,  nor  injured  by  the  want  of  it. — East  v.  Pace., 
57  Ala.  521 ;  Folrnar  v.  Brantley,  57  Ala.  588.  (3.)  Lathrop 
was  disqualified  as  a  witness  by  his  conviction  of  embezzlement. 
Taylor  v.  The  State,  62  Ala.  164,  The  objection  to  the  depo- 
sition was  made  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  and  did  not  come 
too  late.  No  notice  was  given  of  the  filing  of  the  interrogatories, 
and  there  was  no  cross-examination. 

BRICK  ELL,  C.  J. — The  demurrers  to  the  complaint,  and 
the  instnictions  requested  and  refused,  embrace  tlie  same  ques- 
tions: 1.  Whether  the  assignment  of  a  promissory  note  by  a 
separate  instrument  in  writing,  though  founded  on  a  valuable 
consideration,  is  complete,  passing  to  the  assignee  the  equitable 
title  to  the  note,  before  its  delivery,  or  witliout  notice  to  the 
maker  \  2.  If,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the  note  is  held 
and  claimed  adversely  to  the  assignor,  is  not  the  assignment  void 
as  savoring  of  champerty  or  maintenance  ? 

The  general  principles  governing  the  assignment  of  choses  in 
action,  and  the  rights  passing  to  tiie  assignee,  seem  to  be  well 
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and  definitely  settled.  The  doctrine  of  the  common  law  was, 
originally,  that  to  a  stranger  they  were  incapable  of  transfer,  for 
the  same  reason  that  things  lying  in  entry  or  re-entry  could  not 
be  granted.  The  doctrine  never  prevailed  in  courts  of  equity ; 
and  in  courts  of  law  it  was  gradually  modified,  until  such  as- 
signments were  recognized,  and,  though  in  the  name  of  the  as- 
signor the  assignee  may  have  been  compelled  to  pursue  legal 
remedies,  the  court  protected  him  against  any  unconscientious 
conduct  of  the  assignor, — against  his  acts  or  admissions  subse- 
quent to  the  assignment,  ft  was  said  by  a  learned  judge,  "that 
if  an  assignee  of  a  chose  in  action  have  an  e<juity,  that  equity 
shall  be  no  exile  to  the  courts  of  common  law." — -P^dwards  on 
jSTotes  ik  Bills.  5?>;  LautMn  v.  Phiinp.^,  0  Porter,  98:  ChisJwhn 
v.  Neioton^  1  Ala.  371 ;  Brovm  v.  Foster,  4  Ih.  382 ;  VieJcers  y. 
Mooney,  %  Ih.  99.  The  assignment  did  not  pass  the  legal  title 
to  the  note.  That  was  incapable  of  transfer,  otherwise  than  by 
an  indorsement,  and  delivery  of  the  note.  Before  the  present 
statute,  if  the  assignee  had  t)een  com]>elled  to  sue  the  maker, 
or  any  other  ])arty  to  the  note,  and  the  assignment  passes  an 
equity,  the  suit  must  have  been  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the 
assignor,  in  whom  the  legal  title  resided.  Under  the  statute, 
the  suit  must  have  been  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  assignee, 
havingthee(|uitable  or  beneficial  interest. — Code  of  1876,  §2890. 

Though  the  assignment  was  not  operative  to  pass  the  legal 
title  to  the  note,  if  founded  on  a  valuable  consideration,  it  would 
create  a  right  and  equity  which  a  coui't  of  equity  would  compel 
the  assignor,  and  all  claiming  under  him  with  notice,  to  qarry 
into  effect,  upon  the  same  principles,  and  for  the  same  reasons, 
on  which  the  execution  or  performance  of  other  contracts  would 
be  compelled.  The  form  of  the  assignment  is  not  important. 
"  Any  words,  in  fact,  are  sufficient,  whicii  show  an  intention  of 
transferring  or  appropriating  the'7/^v.v^in  action  to  or  for  the  use 
of  the  assignee."  Any  thing  which  shows,  on  the  one  side,  the 
intention  to  assign,  and  from  which  the  assent  of  the  other  to 
receive  may  be  inferred,  if  there  is  a  valuable  consideration,  in 
the  contemplation  of  a  court  of  ecjuitv  will  operate  as  an  assign- 
ment.—3  Lead.  Cases  Eq.  357 :  2  Story's  Eq.  §  1047.  "Every 
such  assignment "  says  Judge  Siokv,  '*  is  considered,  in  a  court 
of  equity,  as  in  its  nature  amounting  to  a  declaration  of  trust, 
and  to  an  agreement  to  permit  the  assignee  to  make  use  of  the 
name  of  the  assignor,  in  order  to  recover  the  debt,  or  to  reduce 
the  property  to  possession." — 2  Story's  Eq.  J>  1040. 

The  sufliciency  of  the  consideration  for  the  assignment — the 
security  of  an  antecedent  debt,  or  indemnity  for  an  existing  lia- 
bility for  which  the  assignor  was  primarily  liable — is  not  ques- 
tioned. If  the  consideration  for  an  assignment  be  valuable,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  contemporaneous,  or  executory. 
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An  antecedent  debt,  or  a  preexisting  obligation  or  duty,  as 
between  the  assignor  and  assignee,  is  sutti<'ient ;  "  for  an  exist- 
ing obligation  is  a  sufficient  cause  f«>r  everv  transaction,  tending 
directly  or  indirectly  to  its  fulfilltnent."-  -3  Lead.  Cases  Eq.  368. 
In  its  terms,  the  assignment  is  unequivocal,  denoting  plainly  the 
intention  to  pass  to  tlie  assignee  dominion  and  control  over  the 
note. 

The  iissignment  being  in  its  terms  unequivocal,  transferring 
by  appropriate  words  the  note  and  all  control  (»vfr  it,  and  hav- 
ing a  valualde  (consideration  to  support  it.  creating  a  trust  a 
court  of  equity  woul<l  enforce,  was  irrevocable  by  any  rightful 
act  of  the  assignor.  As  between  the  assignor  and  the  assignee, 
no  other  or  further  act  was  luicessary  to  its  completion,  or  to  its 
validitv. —  Wood  v.  Pmii'nhif^.  11  Mass.  488  ;  jfuir  i\  Schenrk, 
3  liiiriN.  V.I22S. 

In  order  that  third  i)erson6— the  maker,  or  any  otlier  party  to 
the  note,  or  the  holder,  whether  he  be  the  bailee  or  the  agent 
of  the  assignor:  or,  as  in  this  case  is  claimed,  having  possession 
and  claiming  adversely  to  the  assignor — may  be  bound  or  af- 
fected by  the  assignment,  notice  of  it  ought  to  have  been  given 
them  ;  and  not  being  informed  of  facts  which  (»ught  to  have 
put  them  on  in«^uirv.  all  dealings  they  had  with  the  assignor,  in 
good  faith,  and  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  would  be  pro- 
tected. If  the  assignee  desired  to  protect  himself  against  such 
dealings. — if  a  conversion  of  the  assignment  into  a  complete 
title  m  i'cn».  and  not  merely  a  Hght  perfect  as  against  the  as- 
signor, liad  l)een  invoked  by  the  assignee — notice  thereof  was 
necessary.  Rut,  if  he  was  willing  to  trust  the  gowl  faith  of  the 
assignor — if  he  was  satisfied  that  he  would  not  take  advantage 
of  the  want  of  notice  to  enter  into  dealings  and  transactions  with 
an}'  party  to  the  note,  or  with  the  holder— notice  was  not  nec- 
essary. Without  notice,  without  a  delivery  of  the  note,  as 
against  the  assignor,  the  assignment  was  complete. — Dearie  v. 
UalL  3  Russell,  L  cited  in  3  Lead.  Cases  Eq.  320-21  ;  Wood 
V.  Partrhhje,  aupra.  There  is  sonie  diversity  of  opinion, 
whether  subscijuent  purchasers  or  a.ssignees.  not  having  notice, 
would  l)e  protected  against  the  prior  ecjuity  of  the  assignee. 
This  cast^  does  not  involve  the  rights  of  any  subsequent  assignee 
or  purchaser,  or  of  any  dealings  with  the  assignor  subsequent  to 
the  assignment. 

The  assignment  does  not  contravene  public  policy,  because  at 
the  time  it  was  made. the  appellant  had  possession  of  the  note, 
claiming  t<^»  hold  it  as  collateral  security  for  debts  due  from  the 
assizor.  The  assignment  was  of  the  entire  interest  in  the  note, 
and  there  was  in  it  no  element  of  champerty  or  maintenance. 
It  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  a  court  of  equity,  that  assignments 
of  the  whole  interest  in  a  contract  or  other  securitv,  when  not 
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savoring  of  maintenance  or  champerty,  even  though  at  tlie  time 
of  the  assignment  they  are  the  subjects  of  pending  suits,  will  be 
supported. — 2  Story's  Eq.  §§  10r)J-55,  Whether  the  appellant 
had  any  just  claim  to  the  note  as  collateral  security  for  debts  of 
the  assignor,  is  a  question  which  we  presume  was  properly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  However  this  may  be,  the  case  is  now  pre- 
sented as  if  it  were  a  false  clamor.  The  money  received  by  the 
appellant  in  satisfaction  of  the  note,  was  the  money  of  the  ap- 
pellee, in  whom  the  equitable  title  to  the  note  resided.  An  ac- 
tion for  money  had  and  received  is  an  equitable  remedy,  and 
may  be  supported,  when  the  defendant  has  received  money 
which,  in  good  conscience,  he  ought  not  to  retain,  and  which,. 
^c  (Wpio  et  hono^  belongs  to  the  plaintiff.— 1  Brick.  Dig.  §^  140,572. 

The  only  remaining  question,  of  any  importance,  is  the  com- 
petency of  Lathrop  as  a  witness ;  and  we  have  had  much  dif- 
ficulty in  reaching  a  satisfactory  solution  of  it.  Embezzlement, 
at  the  common  law,  unless  it  amounted  to  larceny,  was  a  mere 
breach  of  trust,  and  not  indictable.  As  it  is  defined,  described 
and  punished  under  our  statutes,  it  embraces  acts  which  at  com- 
mon law  were  mere  breaclies  of  trust,  and  other  acts  which 
were  larceny.  These  are  all  visited  with  the  same  punishment  as 
larceny ;  the  grade  of  the  offense,  and  the  severity  of  punish- 
ment, depending  upon  the  value  of  the  goods  embezzled. — Code, 
§§  4377-79,  '81,  '83,  '84.  The  section  of  the  Code,  under 
which  it  is  probable  Lathrop  was  convicted,  is  section  4377,  de- 
claring that  "any  officer,  agent  or  clerk  of  any  incorporated 
company,,  or  clerk,  a^ent,  servant  or  apprentice  of  any  priv-ate 
person  or  persons,  who  embezzles,  or  fraudulently  converts  to 
nis  own  use,  or  fraudulently  secretes  with  intent  to  convert  to 
his  own  use,  any  money  or  property  which  has  come  into  his 
possession  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  must  be  punished,  on 
conviction,  as  if  he  had  stolen  it."  It  is  obvious,  under  this 
statute,  a  conviction  could  be  had,  though  the  money  or  prop- 
erty was  in  the  constructive  possession  of  the  company,  or  of 
the  employer,  the  clerk,  servant,  or  agent,  &c.,  having  the  bare 
charge  and  oversight.  And  it  is  certain  that,  if  he  had  only  a 
bare  charge  and  oversight,  the  company  or  employer  having  the 
constructive  possession,  and  fraudulently  converted  the  goods 
to  his  ovvn  use,  he  was  guilty  of  larceny  at  common  law,  and 
upon  conviction  he  would  have  been  rendered  infamous,  and 
disqualified  as  a  witness  in  any  case,  civil  or  criminal. — Taylor 
V.  State^  62  Ala.  164 ;  Sylvester  v.  Slafe,  at  present  term. 

We  are  not  informed  by  the  bill  of  exceptions  whether  the 
conviction  of  Lathrop  was  for  acts  which  at  the  common  law 
were  mere  breaches  of  trusts,  or  for  acts  which  Avould  have 
constituted  larceny.  It  may  be,  that  if  a  statute  declares  crimi- 
nal acts  which  at  common  law  were  civil   wrongs  only,  a  con- 
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viction  of  them,  though  punished  as  felonies,  would  not  render 
the  person  convicted  infamous,  and  distjualify  him  as  a  witness. 
JJfiri'Uoji  V.  State,  55  Ala.  239.  But  a  conviction  of  acts  which 
were  at  common  law  of  the 'nature  of  the  crimen  fahi,  and 
punished,  though  under  a  statute  which  n)erelv  changes  their 
denomination,  nmst  be  followed  bv  the  same  incidents  which 
would  have  followed  at  common  law,  unless  these  are  qualified 
by  the  statute. — Bish.  Stat.  Crimes,  ^  139.  We  can  not  indulge 
the  presumption,  to  place  the  City  Court  in  error,  that  the  con- 
viction of  Lathrop  was  of  acts  which  at  the  common  law  were 
breaches  of  trust  and  not  larceny.  That  presumption  must  be 
indulged,  before  we  could  pronounce  that  he  was  a  competent 
witness. 

The  statutes  which  authorize  the  taking  of  the  depositions  of 
persons  confined  in  the  jKjnitentiar}',  has  no  reference  to,  and 
was  not  intended  to  enLirge  their  competency  as  witnesses. 
The. only  purpose  it  wjis  intended  to  accomplish,  was  to  provide 
a  mode  by  which  the  evidence  of  such  persons,  when  competent 
witnesses,  could  be  obtained  speedily.  It  would  be  a  little  sin- 
gular, if  a  person  convicted  of  an  infamous  offense  was  rendered 
competent,  while  under  the  conviction  he  was  suffering  punish- 
ment, and  incompetent  so  soon  as  he  had  endured  the  punish- 
ment to  its  utmost. 

A  party  cross-examining  without  objection  a  witness  whose 
deposition  is  taken,  is  deemed  to  waive  all  objections  to  the 
comjK'tency  of  the  witness.  But  if  he  does  not  cross-examine, 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  objection  is  made  Ijefore  entering  on  the 
trial. 

Affirmed. 


Lipscomb  i\  McClellau. 

Bill  in  Eijuity  hy  Credito)*  to  set  aside  Conveyance  of  Lands 
as  Fraudulent  and    Voluntary. 

1.  Cniittiitif  itf  trniiHcript.—The  court  criticises  the  manner  in  which 
the  transcript  in  thi><  ciise  is  imule  out,  condemirrng  the  repetition  of  the 
record  of  a  cliancery  suit  twice  copied,  and  dechxring"  there  never  was  any 
occasion  for  making  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  that  case  a  part  of  the 
record." 

2.  Levy  of  atturhment  on  land;  death  of  defendant  before;  judgment. 
"\Micn  an  attachment  is  levied  on  lands,  the  death  of  the  defendantbefore 
judgment  dissolves  the  attachment,  and  destroys  tlie  lien ;  and  though 
the  action  is  revived  against  the  atlministrator,  and  judgment  recovered 
against  him,  the  lands  can  not  l>e  sold  un<ler  execution  issuetl  on  it. 
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3.  AmrH(hnt)it  of  bill;  takes  rffpct  irhi'ii. — An  ainemlnu'Dt  ^vliicli  intro- 
duces no  new  subjci't,  but  only  makes  more  specific  tbe  c!i:fi'»i:e8  of  the 
original  bill,  takes  eflect  as  of  the  <iay  on  which  the  onginal  bill  was  tileil. 

4.  Validitij  of  coiiret/aiKr  oKsaileil  for  fraud;  Irurth'u  of  proof  aumto 
consideration. — When  a  creditor  attacks  a  conveyance  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  V)Ut  does  not  deny  or  impeach  the  consideration  as  recited,  he 
must  aver  and  jirove  that  the  grantee  had  notice  of  the  alleged  fraiululent 
intent  of  the  grantor,  or  participatetl  in  it ;  but,  if  he  denies  tbeconsitler- 
ation  as  recited,  an<l  alleges  that  the  conveyance  was  in  fact  voluntary, 
the  tnniK  is  on  the  irrantee,  as  against  antece<lent  creditors,  to  prove  a 
valuaV)le  consideration  sutiicient  to  u])hold  it  ;  ami  when  the  jiarties  are 
near  relatives,  and  the  conveyance  was  executed  while  a  suit  was  pend- 
ing to  subject  the  lands  to  the  payment  of  tlie  comi)laiuanl's  debt,  the 
grantee  must  make  it  plainly  ai)])ear,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that 
it  was  a  real  contract  of  sale,  upon  a  real  and  sutti<ient  consideration. 

5.  AdrerHf  posKt'xsion;  irhaf  is,  and  hon:  prori-d. — To  constitute  a  right 
by  adverse  holding,  mider  the  statute  of  limitations,  there  must  be  an 
actual  possession,  open  and  notorious:  proof  of  a  recorded  deed,  executed 
more  than  two  years  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  is  not  sutii- 
cient, without  i)roof  of  possession  taken  and  held  under  it. 

Ai'i'EAi,  froin  tlie  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  l>efore  tlie  Hon,  X.  8.  (TKAHA:\r. 

Tlie  orifjinal  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  12th  Jannarv, 
1878,  by  Thomas  J.  McClellan,  as  a  judgment  creditor  of  Mrs. 
Sarah  Lipscomb,  deceased,  or  her  estate,  against  John  T.  Lips- 
comb as  her  administrator,  and  also  individually,  and  against 
the  children  and  lieirs-at-laM'  of  Mrs.  Caroline  W.  Lipscomb, 
deceased,  who  was  the  wife  of  said  John  T.  and  the  daughter- 
in-law  of  the  said  Sarah  ;  and  sought  to  set  aside,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  and  as  a  cloud  on  the  complainant's  title,  a  convey- 
ance of  lands  executed  by  Mrs.  Sarah  to-  Mrs.  Caroline  W. 
Lipscomb,  and  to  subject  the  lands  to  sale  foi'  the  satisfaction 
of  the  complainant's  judgment.  The  said  conveyance,  a  copy 
of  which  Avas  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  was  dated  Noveml)er 
28d,  18<n,  and  was  filed  for  record  on  28th  March,  1868;  re-' 
cited  the  payment  of  §2.000  as  its  consideration,  and  conveyed 
the  lands  to  "  the  said  (^aroline  AV.  Lipscomb  and  her  heirs," 
who  were  also  thus  described  as  parties  of  the  second  pai-t.  The 
complainant's  debt  was  evidenced  by  two  bonds,  or  promissory 
notes  under  seal,  each  dated  March  2d,  1860,  and  payable 
twelve  months  after  date;  each  being  signed  by' Sarah  Lips- 
comb, John  T.  Lipscomb,  and  T.  G.  Lipscomb,  as  joint  mak- 
ers, or  obligors.  On  October  2d,  1867,  the  complainant  com- 
menced a  sm't  on  these  bonds,  by  attachment,  against  Mrs.  Sa- 
rah Lipscomb  alone ;  and  the  attachment  Avas  levied  on  the  said 
lands  afterwards  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb.  Mrs. 
Lipscomb  died  pending  the  suit,  and  it  was  thereupon  revived 
against  her  administrator,  but  not  against  lier  heirs ;  and  the 
complainant  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  administrator, 
on  May  20th,  1872,  for  $2,476.90,  besides  costs.    An  execution 
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was  issued  on  this  iiidgnient.  and  was  levied  on  the  same  lajids 
on  which  the  attachment  liad  U'cn  levied ;  and  at  the  .sheriflf's 
saje  under  this  levy,  on  March  ;>d,  187'^.  the  plaintiff  became 
the  purchaser  of  the  lands,  at  the  price  of  !fe2.0<M>,  and  received 
a  deed  from  the  sheriflF.  The  ]>laintitf  then  brought  an  action 
at  law  to  recover  the  j308session  of  the  lands,  but  was  defeated ; 
this  court  holding,  «»n  appeal,  that  the  lien  of  the  attachment 
was  destroyed  by  the  death  of  the  defendant  before  judgment, 
and  that  the  ])laintiff  acfjuirt'<l  n«»  title  by  his  purchase  at  the 
sheriff's  sale. — J/t('M/au  v.  /.ij>f»-/fftth,  ;"»»'»  Ala.  2.*»5. 

The  bill  alleged  the  creation  and  existence  of  the  complain- 
ant's debt,  the  issue  and  levy  of  the  attachment,  with  all  the 
proceedings  had  in  that  suit,  and  the  exe<'Ution  of  the  conveyance 
to  Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb;  and  it  also  contained  the  following 
allegations:  ( /Vr.  ♦>.  i  "  Vour  orator  further  represents,  that  the 
levy  of  said  attachment  ujK)n  sai<l  lands,  at  his  suit,  created  a 
lien  in  his  favor  upon  the  same  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  said 
debt,  which  afterwards  passe<l  into  judgment;  and  that  said  lien 
is  now  subsisting  and  valid,  an<l  is  su])erior  to  all  subsequent 
conveyances  or  incumbrances  whatever."  (/*///'.  7.  i  "That  the 
said  deed,  executed  by  Sarah  Lipscomb  to  Caroline  Lipscomb, 
after  the  levy  of  said  attachment,  was  and  is  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  said  pretended  conveyance  was  made  for  the  purpose 
of  hindering  and  delaying  the  creditors  of  said  Sarah  generally, 
and  your  orator  specially,  from  and  in  the  collection  of  their 
just  debts  against  the  said  Sarah ;  that  said  deed  was  made  af- 
ter the  levy  of  said  attachment,  and,  should  the  lien  of  said  at- 
tachment \)e  declared  and  enforced,  constitutes  a  cloud  u|x)n 
your  orator's  title  to  said  land."  ( Paf.  8.  i  "  That  the  estate  of 
the  said  Sarah  Li])sco!nb  is  insolvent,  and  said  land  is  the  only 

})roperty  out  of  which  your  orator  stands  any  chance  to  make 
lis  said  debt;  that  said  land  is,  and  has  Iteeu  all  the  while,  in 
the  possession  of  said  defendants,  who  are  and  have  been  using 
and  enjoying  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;  and  that  the  value 
of  said  ISnd,  which  is  certainly  not  more  than  ^2,050  at  the 
highest  calculation,  is  greatly  disproportioned  to  the  amount  of 
your  orator's  debt,  which  now  amounts  to  nearly  ^H.oOO." 
The  prayer  of  the  bill  was,  "  that  the  said  deed  made  by  Sarali 
to  Caroline  Lipscomb  l>e  declared  fraudulent,  null  and  void  ; 
that  your  orator's  lien  u|x>n  said  land  be  declared  and  enforced; 
that  said  land  l)e  decreed  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  and  satis- 
faction of  your  orator's  judgment ;  and  for  such  other  and  fur- 
ther relief  as  the  eipiity  of  nis  case  demands." 

A  joint  answer  to  the  bill  was  tiled  by  John  T.  Lipscomb, 
individually  and  as  administrator,  and  Richard  Lipscomb,  who 
were  the  only  adult  defendants;  admitting  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  by  Sarali  to  Caroline  Lipscomb,  but  denying  that 
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it  was  fraudulent  in  fact  or  in  law,  and  alleging  that  it  was 
founded  on  a  valuable  consideration  as  recited,  being  a  debt 
due  from  Mrs.  Sarah  to  Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb  for  the  hire  of 
slaves,  the  amount  due  bein^;  ascertained  oh  a  settlement  had 
between  Mrs.  Sarah  and  John  T.  Lipscomb,  acting  as  trustee 
for  his  wife.  They  alleged  that  the  complainant's  purchase  of 
the  lands  at  the  sheriff's  sale  had  never  been  set  aside,  and 
pleaded  the  conclusiveness  of  a  judgment  at  law  refusing  to  set 
it  aside  on  his  motion.  They  alleged  that  Mrs  Caroline  Lips- 
comb, "immediately  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said 
deed,  entered  upon  said  land,  and  took  exclusive  possession 
thereof,  and  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  during  her 
life-;  and  after  her  death  these  defendants  took  exclusive  posses- 
sion thereof,  and  have  received  the  rents  and  profits  thereof;" 
and  pleaded  their  adverse  possession  for  more  than  ten  years,  as  a 
bar  under  the  statute  of  limitations.  They  also  demurred  to 
the  bill,  for  want  of  equity,  and  because  the  complainant's  rem- 
edy, if  any  he  had,  was  at  law.  A  formal  answer  was  filed  for 
the  infant  defendants,  by  their  guardian  ad  litem. 

An  amendment  of  the  bill  was  filed  on  the  Ist  February, 
1S79,  by  adding  a  paragraph,  numbered  "i,  as  follows:  "Com- 
plainant alleges  that  said  deed  of  Sarah  Lipscomb  to  Caroline 
Lipscomb  was  without  consideration.  Said  deed  recites  a  con- 
sideration of  $2,000.  Complainant  [avers]  that  the  vendee  in 
said  deed  did  not  pay  the  said  vendor  said  two  thousand  [dol- 
lars], or  any  other  sum,  but  that  said  deed  was  wholly  volun- 
tary; and  complainant  further  alleges,  that  said  Caroline  Lips- 
comb received  said  deed  knowing  that  said  Sarah  made  and  ex- 
ecuted the  same  to  hinder,  delay  and  defraud  her  creditors,  and 
especially  your  orator;  and  that  it  was  agreed  and  understood 
between  said  Sarah  and  said  Caroline  that  said  Caroline  would 
hold  said  real  estate  in  secret  trust  for  said  Sarah,"  By  another 
amendment  of  the  bill,  filed  on  the  OHi  July,  1879,  the  8th  par- 
agraph of  the  original  bill  was  stricken  out,  and  it  was  alleged 
that  John  T,  Lipsomb  and  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  as 
administrator  were  insolvent ;  that  there  were  no  assets  belong- 
ing to  the  estate  of  Sarah  Lipscomb,  and  the  land  conveyed  by 
the  deed  was  the  only  })roperty  out  of  which  the  complainant 
could  collect  his  debt ;  that  Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb  died  intes- 
tate, leaving  no  personal  property ;  that  the  defendants  were 
her  only  heirs  at  law  and  the  distributees  of  her  estate,  and 
that  no  administration  had  been  granted  on  her  estate.  The 
prayer  of  the  amended  bill  was  in  these  words:  "Complainant 
further  prays,  that  this  his  bill  be  taken  in  a  double  aspect,  and 
that,  on  final  hearing  hereof,  the  lien  of  said  attachment  be  de- 
clared and  enforced,  in  favor  of  complainant,  on  this  land ;  or 
that  the  conveyance  from  said  Sarah  to  said  Caroline  Lipscomb 
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be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and  said  land  he  subjected  to 
the  payment  of  complainant's  said  debt." 

An  answer  to  this  amended  bill  was  tiled  by  John  T.  and 
Richard  Lij)8Comb,  on  the  5th  August,  1S79  (the  saine  day  on 
which  their  answer  to  the  original  bill  was  filed),  admitting  that 
Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb  left  no  personal  estate,  but  alleging 
that  she  had  a  claim  against  Mrs.  oarah  Lipscomb.  "  before  the 
war,  for  the  hire  of  negroes  and  money  collected,  amounting 
to  nearly  §2,000,  which  was  a  j)art  of  the  consideration  of  said 
deed ;"  pleading  the  statute  of  limitations  of  ten  years,  and 
demurring  to  the  amended  bill  because  it  was  inconsistent 
with  the  original  bill,  and  Ijecause  it  made  a  new  and  different 
case. 

On  the  10th  January,  1881,  the  bill  was  again  amended,  by 
leave  of  the  court  in  term  time,  by  striking  i»ut  the  averment 
as  to  the  insolvency  of  John  T.  Lipscomb  and  the  sureties  on 
his  bond  as  administrator,  and  alleu^iu":  the  insufticiencv  of  the 
bond ;  and  this  amendment  further  alleged,  that  the  existence 
of  the  deed  from  Mrs.  Sarah  to  Mrs.  Caroline  Lipscomb  "was 
totally  unknown  to  complainant  till  more  than  six  months  after 
the  date  thereof;  that  said  Sarah  held  possession  and  control  of 
said  land  until  her  death ;  that  neither  said  Caroline,  nor  any 
one  for  her,  took  possession  or  control  of  said  land  until  long 
after  the  death  of  the  said  Sarah ;"  and  that  said  John  T.  Lips- 
comb was  one  of  the  makers  of  the  notes  or  bonds  held  by  the 
complainant,  and  had  been  insolvent  since  the  close  of  the  war. 
A  joint  answer  was  tiled  to  this  amendment,  by  "John  T.  Lips- 
comb et  (fl.,^^  denying  the  allegation  of  his  insolvency,  but  ad- 
mitting t|ie  other  allegations,  and  again  denmrring  for  incon- 
sistency and  repugnancy. 

On  the  same  day  (January  l(»th,  1881),  the  cause  was  6u}>- 
mitted  for  decree.  **on  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  to  be  noted 
by  the  register,  and  depositions  to  l>e  taken  within  sixty  days." 
On  the  21st  February,  1881,  an  amended  answer  was  tiled  by 
John  T.  and  Richard  Lij)6comb,  which  is  marked  by  the  regis- 
ter "Allowed  March  7th,  1881 ;"  and  in  which  they  alleged, 
that  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Caroline  Lips- 
comb was  a  debt  due  to  John  T.  l^ipscomb  from  his  mother, 
Mrs.  Sarah  Lipscomb,  for  the  price  of  land  belonging  to  the 
estate  of  his  deceased  father,  which  she  had  bought  but  had 
not  paid  for,  and  that  the  conveyance  was  made  to  his  wife  at 
his  instance  and  reijuest. 

The  chancellor  held,  that,  although  the  death  of  Mi*s.  Lips- 
comb, before  the  rendition  of  judgn>ent  in  the  attachment  suit, 
destroyed  the  lien  of  the  attachment,  and  the  complainant  ac- 
quired no  title  by  his  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  yet  his  bill 
might  be  maintained  as  a  creditor's  bill  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent 
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conveyance,  lie  l)eing  a  judgment  creditor  of  Mrs.  Sarah  Lips- 
comb's estate,  and  a  simple- contract  creditor  of  John  T.  Lips- 
comb; that  the  consideration  of  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Caro- 
line Lipscomb,  as  alleged  in  the  answers  of  the  defendants, 
original  and  amended,  was  not  proved,  and  the  deed  must  be 
regarded  as  voluntarv.  and  therefore  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  the  complainant:  and  that  the  complainant,  having  ac- 
quired no  title  bv  Ids  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  was  not 
bound  to  credit  his  debt  with  the  amount  of  his  hid.  lie  there- 
fore rendered  a  decree,  overruling  the  denmrrers  to  the  bills, 
original  and  amended,  and  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions; declaring  the  deed  a  voluntarv  conveyance,  and  setting 
it  aside,  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  as  a  simple-contract  cred- 
itor of  John  T.  ].ipscomb;  ordering  a  reference  to  the  register, 
to  ascertain  the  amount  due  on  the  complainant's  debt,  and 
a  sale  of  the  land  in  satisfaction  thereof,  uidess  the  amount 
should  be  previously  paid  into  court  by  some  one  of  the  de- 
fondants. 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  all  of  the  defendants,  and  errors 
are  assigned  by  all  jointly,  and  also  by  John  T.  Lipscoml)  sep- 
arately; the  assignments  of  error,  eighteen  in  number,  em- 
bracing the  overruling  of  the  demurrers  to  the  ])ill,  the  over- 
ruling of  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  the  iinal 
decree. 

Tuos.  II.  Watts,  and  L.  V.  AVat.kkk,  for  appellants.— (1.) 
The  lien  of  the  attachment,  created  by  the  levy,  was  destroyed 
bv  the  death  of  the  defendant  before  judgrYient. — McClelfun 
V.  Lipsco///h,  5f>  Ala.  255:  PhUUpH  v.  A.<^h,  63  Ala.  414.  The 
statutory  lien  being  thus  defeated  and  destroyed,  it  could  not 
be  revived  and  enforced  bv  a  court  of  equitv. — Janney  v.  Bu- 
ell,  55  Ala.  408:  (r  Conner  >\  Chamherlain.'h^  Ala.  43L  The 
original  bill,  seeking  to  enforce  the  supposed  lien,  was,  there- 
fore, without  ecjuity.  (2.)  The  original  hill  did  not  contain  the 
necessary  averments  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  to  Mrs.  Caro- 
line Lipscomb  as  fraudulent.  It  alleged  a  fraudulent  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  grantor,  but  did  not  connect  the  grantee  with 
tliat  fraudulent  intent ;  and  this  M-as  clearly  insufficient.— 7^^fei<7- 
ellen  v.  Crane,  58  Ala.  627:  P'u-kett  v.  Pipkin,  64  Ala.  520; 
Crmrford  i\  Kirl'Key,  55  Ala.  293.  (3.)  The  first  amended 
bill  remedied  these  defective  allegations,  and  assailed  the  con- 
sideration of  the  deed  ;  but  neither  that  amended  bill,  nor  the 
original  bill,  contained  any  prayer  for  relief  to  complainant  as 
a  creditor  seeking  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance;  and 
that  relief  could  not  be  granted  under  the  general  prayer,  be- 
cause it  was  inconsistent  with  the  specific  relief  sought  bv  the 
bill.— F/%,  Banlx  tfe  Co.  v.  Knight,  27  Ala.  336;  CharleJi  v. 
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fJuBoMt-,  29  Ala.  ;i6T.  (4. »  The  second  aineiKied  Mil,  which 
tiret  asked,  in  the  alternative,  to  have  the  deed  set  ai»ide  on  the 
l^round  of  fraud,  was  inconsibteiit  with  the  (tritjinal  bill,  and 
deniurral)le  on  that  account.  If  the  orijrinal  bill  had  been 
framed  in  a  double  asi»ect,  askin<i^  such  alternative  relief,  it 
would  have  l)een  subje<'t  to  demurrer.  —J//Vy/v  v.  Axhurftt, 
55  Ala.  607:  Gordon /^  Adm'i  v.  Rosif.k\:\  Wa.IW?*.  (5.)  Even 
if  tliat  amended  bill  were  j)roperly  allowed,  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations was  a  bar  to  the  relief  specitically  s<.»u«j;ht  by  it,  since  it 
was  not  tiled  until  after  the  lapse  of  ten  years  from  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed,  and  more  than  ten  years  after  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Sarnh  Lipscomb,  the  grantor. —  Kituj  c.  Avery,  .".7  Ala.  161> ; 
lMn«ford  y.  S4}otl,  51  Ala.  557;  Mohr  v.  Lemle,  69  Ala.  180. 
The  statute  of  limitations  was  also  a  bar  under  the  allegations 
of  the  original  bill,  which  averred  possession  taken  and  held 
continuously  under  the  <leed ;  and  tiiese  allegations  were  admit- 
ted and  repeated  in  the  answer. — iMckurd  r.  JTm/t,  64  Ala.  385. 
The  amendment  afterwards  allowed,  averring  ignorance  of  the 
deed  for  six  months,  did  not  avoid  the  effect  of  the  bar. — Jmnen 
V.  Jamen,  55  Ala.  53;  Badger  r.  Badger,  2  Wall.  87;  7  How. 
U.  S.  819.  (6.)  The  decree  against  John  T.  Lipscomb  is  mani- 
festly erroneous.  None  of  the  bills  asked  any  relief  against 
liim;  there  was  no  judgment  at  law  against  him;  and  the  com- 
plainant's debt,  on  which  his  judgment  against  Mrs.  Lipscomb's 
estate  was  founded,  was  barred,  as  to  him,  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations. 

R.  A.  Mc?Ci,Erj-AX,  rontra.     (Xo  brief  on  file.) 

STONE,  J. — The  transcript  in  this  cause  was  evidenth'  pi-e- 
pared  by  an  inexperienced  hand.  One  error  in  its  preparation 
consists  in  the  fact,  that  the  answer  to  the  tii^st  amended  bill 
precedes  the  answer  in  chief  to  the  original  bill.  ( )ther  criti- 
cisms might  l»e  indulged,  on  the  general  frame  of  the  trans- 
cript. Another  fault  does  not  appear  to  lie  at  the  door  of  the 
register.  What  is  known  as  the  attachment  suit  and  proceed- 
ings against  Sarah  Lipscomb,  even  indudint;  the  opinion  of  this 
c(»urt  pronounced  on  ap^)eal,  is  made  an  ex^iibit  to  the  original 
bill,  with  the  single  exception,  that  the  comj>laint  filed  in  that 
cause  seems  to  Xm  omitted.  A  complete  tran.script  of  that  cause 
ai»l)ears  a  second  time  in  this  record,  as  evidence  on  the  trial. 
This  swells  very  materially  the  volume  and  expense  of  the 
transcript  for  this  court,  and  should  have  Ix^en  avoided.  There 
never  was  any  occasion  for  making  the  opinion  of  this  court  a 
part  of  the  record. 

The  bill  as  first  framed,  and  first  amended,  presents- com- 
plainant's claim  in  a  double  aspect.     First,  it  seeks  to  establish 
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and  enforce  against  the  estate  and  lieirs  of  Mrs.  Sarah  Lipscomb, 
the  lien  created  by  tlie  levy  of  Mr.  McClellan's  attachment. 
Before  that  attachment  suit  was  reduced  to  judgment,  the  de- 
fendant, Mrs.  Lipscomb,  died  ;  and  the  judgment  was  rendered 
only  against  her  administrator.  Lender  this  judgment,  or  under 
any  execution  issued  upon  it,  there  was  no  power  to  sell  the 
lands  of  Mrs.  Lipscomb.  Such  sale  would  be,  and  was,  void. 
McClellan  v.  IJpscomh,  56  X\a..  255 ;  Boykin  v.  Cook,  61  Ala. 
472.  The  deatli  of  Mrs.  Lipscomb,  before  judgment  recovered, 
had  the  effect  of  dissolving  the  attachment  and  destroying  the 
lien. — Phillips  v.  Ash,  63  Ala.  414. 

The  other  aspect  of  the  bill  is  set  forth  in  section  7  of  the 
original  bill,  and  section  7^  of  the  amended  bill.  The  original 
bill  was  filed  in  January,  1878,  and  the  first  amendment  was 
allowed  at  the  January  term,  1879,  and  filed  in  February,  1879. 
This  amendment  introduces  no  new  subject,  but  only  makes 
more  specific  the  charge  brought  forward  in  the  original  bill. 
Such  amendment  takes  effect  as  of  the  time  the  original  bill 
was  filed.— Rule  46  of  Chan.  Practice ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  704,  §  953. 

The  original  bill,  section  3,  avers  that,  on  the  23d  N^ovember, 
1867,  Sarali  Lipscomb,  by  deed  reciting  a  consideration  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  conveyed  the  lands  in  controversy  to  Caroline 
Lipscomb,  wife  of  John  T.  Lipscomb.  That  deed  is  made  an 
exhibit  to  the  bill.  Section  7  of  the  original  bill  alleges,  "  that 
the  deed  executed  by  the  said  Sarah  Lipscomb  to  the  said 
Caroline  Lipscomb,  after  the  levy  of  said  attachment,  was  and 
is  fraudulent  and  void,  and  said  pretended  conveyance  was  made 
for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  delaying  the  creditors  of  said 
Sarah  generally,  and  [the  complainant]  especially,  from  and  in 
the  collection  of  their  just  debts  against  the  said  Sarah."  The 
debt  on  which  the  attachment  was  sued  out,  and  which  this  bill 
seeks  to  enforce,  was  contracted  March  2d,  1860,  and  was  due 
at  twelve  months.  It  will  be  observed  that,  in  the  averments 
copied  above,  there  is  no  denial  of  the  consideration,  upon  which 
the  deed  purports  to  have  been  executed,  nor  is  it  averred  that 
the  said  Caroline  had 'notice  of  the  alleged  fraudulent  intent 
with  which  Sarah  Lipscomb  made  the  conveyance,  or  that  she 
participated  in  such  fraudulent  intent.  This  averment  was  in- 
sufficient.— Flevjellen  v.  Crane,  58  Ala.  627. 

In  the  amended  bill,  section  7|^,  this  defect  is  remedied.  Its 
language  is:  "The  complainant  alleges,  that  said  deed  of 
Sarah  Lij)scomb  was  without  consideration.  Said  deed  recites 
a  consideration  of  two  thousand  dollars.  Complainant  [avers] 
that  the  vendee  in  said  deed  did  not  pay  the  said  vendor  said 
two  thousand  [dollars],  or  any  other  sum,  but  that  said  deed  was 
wholly  voluntary."  This  cast  on  the  defendant  the  necessity  of 
proving  a  valuable  consideration  ;  and  the  transaction  being  be- 
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tween  near  relations,  and  entered  into  while  a  suit  was  |x?nding 
to  subject  the  pro[)ert3'  to  the  ])aynient  of  the  grantor's  debt,  to 
uphold  it,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  the  consideration  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  court,  and  to  cause  it  ]>lainly  to  appear  that 
it  was  a  real  contract  of  sale,  upon  a  real  and  sufficient  consid- 
eration.—  Bin  nard  V.  JJavift,  54  Ala.  565;  IIvhhaM  v.  AUen,, 
59  Ala.  283;  Crawford  v.  K'wTcfteif,  55  Ala,  298;  Hamilton  v. 
BlackireU,  60  Ala.  545;  Harreil  v.  MiteheU,  61  Ala.  270; 
Tliames  v.  liemhert,  63  Ala.  561 ;  DoH^gan  v.  Davits^  66  Ala. 
362. 

The  consideration  for  the  present  deed,  set  up  in  tlie  original 
answer,  was  an  alleged  indebtedness  from  Sarah  to  Caroline 
Lipscomb.  That  defense  entirely  failed,  both  in  fact  and  in 
law.  At  the  last  monient,  the  answer  was  amended,  and  the 
consideration  set  up  was  an  alleged  indebtedness,  of  very  long 
standing,  from  Sarah  Lipscomb  to  .lohn  T.  Lipscomb.  Neither 
John  T.,  nor  any  other  witness,  undertakes  to  tell  how  much 
that  indebtedness  was;  nor  is  there  any  satisfactory  testimony, 
explaining  the  transaction.  AA'^e  concur  with  the  chancellor  in 
holding,  that  ''  neither  of  the  defenses  is  sustained  by  the  proof." 

The  defendants  inter}X)sed,  as  a  defense,  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations— that  is,  advei-se  holding  under  claim  of  right,  for  more 
than  ten  years  l)efore  this  suit  was  brought.  True,  more  than 
ten  years  elapsed  between  the  making  of  the  deed — Xovemljer, 
1867 — and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  in  January,  1878. 
But,  to  constitute  a  right  by  adverse  holding,  there  must  be  an 
actual  possession,  open  and  notorious.  A  deed,  though  recorded, 
is  not  actual  possession.  There  is  no  proof  that  either  Caroline 
Lipscomb  or  her  husband  took  actual  possession  of  the  land, 
until  after  the  death  of  Sarah  Lipscomb.  This  was  less  than 
ten  years  before  this  suit  was  brought.  This  defense  fails  on 
the  proof. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  other  questions. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  so  amended,  as  to  subject  the 
lands  to  sale  under  the  debt  of  Sarah  Lipscomb,  and  not  under 
the  debt  of  John  T.  Lipscomb ;  and,  as  amended,  it  is  affirmed. 

Brickell,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 
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Dane  v,  Glennon. 

Statutory  Aet'ion  In  nature  of  Ejeciment. 

1.  ^yho  h  praper  parfij  plaintiff;  anwrnhiifiit  of  roDiplaint. — A  statu- 
tory action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  nnist  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  i>erson  liolding  the  legal  title ;  and  if  he  is  described  in  the  summons 
and  complaint  as  ><uing  for  the  use  of  another,  these  words  may  be  struck 
out,  by  amendment,  as  surplusage. 

2.  Sale  of  lands  for  loipdid  tn.ics;  description  of  lands  in  assessment 
and  deed ;  ndmissihilitti  of  parol  evidence  to  retnoee  atnbignity. — When 
lands  assessed  and  sold  for  unpaid  taxes  are  described  in  the  assessment, 
and  also  in  the  tax-collector's  deed,  as  "  two-thirds  (?3)  of  square  39  in 
Fisher's  tract,"  without  any  other  words  of  description  or  identification, 
the  sale  is  void  for  uncertainty  and  indetiniteness ;  and  tiie  ambiguitv 
being  patent,  it  can  not  be  corrected  or  exi)lained  by  extrinsic  parol  evi- 
dence. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  T.  Toii.mix. 

0\"KKAiJ.  i^'  BKsioit,  for  appellant.— (1.)  An  action  of  eject- 
ment, or  other  real  action,  unlike  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
money  (Code,  §  2890),  ninst  be  l)rouglit  in  the  name  of  the  per- 
son having  the  legal  title ;  and  when  lie  sues  for  the  use  of  an- 
other person,  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  are  general, 
and  enil)race  "all  cases"'  (§  2891),  "the  beneficiary  must  be 
considered  the  sole  party  on  the  record.'"  It  necessarily  fol- 
lows, when  the  name  of  the  beneficiary  is  stricken  out,  there 
was  no  plaintiff  on  the  record. — Leaird  v.  Moore,  27  Ala.  32G; 
Dtrij^r  r.  Keimemore,  31  Ala.  404.  (2.)  The  des(;ription  of 
the  lands  in  the  assessment,  which  was  carried  into  all  tlie  sut)- 
secjuent  ])roceedings,  was  void  for  uncertainty  and  indetiniteness. 
It  is  not  sufficiently  certain  to  support  a  complaint,  a  deed,  or  a 
verdict. — M<:Raei\  Tillman,  6  Ala.  486;  Wriqld  ■€,  Lyh.,  ^i 
Ala.  112;  Crommelm  v.  M inter,  9  Ala.  594;  TMIoaeh  v.  Stats 
Banly\  27  Ala.  437.  It  falls  far  short  of  the  particularity  and 
precision  required  in  the  sunnnary  proceedings  by  which  a  citi- 
xeu"s  property  can  be  taken  for  the  non-payment  of  taxes. 
1  >lackwell  on  Tax  Titles,  151-3 ;  Oliver  v.  tiobinsoii,  58  Ala. 
46;  Milner  c&  Co.  v.  Clarle,  (M' Ala.  258.  (3.)  If  the  sale  for 
taxes  had  any  validity  whatever,  the  redemption  from  the  pur- 
chaser, by  Fisher"s  administrator,  gave  no  new  title  to  Ush- 
er's estate,  but  simplv  removed  an  incumbrance  or  lien  from 
the  land.— Cooley  on  Ta.\ation,  368-9;  4Barr,  20;  27  Penn. 
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St.  154.  When  this  redemption  was  made,  Dane  was  in  pos- 
session under  his  purchase  at  the  sheriff's  sale;  and  if  it  nad 
any  effect  on  his  rights,  it  enured  to  his  benefit  as  a  purchaser 
of  Fisher's  estate. 

CoBBs  «fe  Tompkins,  contra. — (1.)  The  words  stricicen  out  were 
mere  surphisage,  and  the  amendment  was  properly  allowed. 
Code,  5J^  2890-91;  Crimvi  v.  Crawford,  29  Ala.  623;  Mc- 
Brayer  v.  Cariker,  64  Ala.  50;  Stodcler  v.  Grant,  28  Ala.  418; 
Prater  v.  Miller,  25  Ala.  520 ;  Goldsmith,  v.  Pit'kard,  27  Ala. 
142.  (2.)  The  description  of  the  lands  was  sufliciently  certain 
to  enable  a  surveyor  to  locate  them.  (3.)  The  lands  were  sold 
as  the  property  of  Fisher,  and  the  validity  of  the  sale  was  ad- 
mitted by  him,  who  attorned  to  the  purchaser  as  his  landlord, 
and  by  his  administrator,  who  redeemed  ;  and  there  was  no  title 
or  possession  that  could  pass  to  Dane  under  his  purchase  at  the 
sheriff's  sale. 

SOMERVILLP],  J. — This  is  a  statutory  action  of  ejectment, 
brought  by  (ilennon,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile  county, 
against  Dane.  Both  parties  claim  title  through  Fisher ;  Glen- 
non claiming  by  purchase  at  an  administrator's  sale,  made  in 
the  year  1879,  by  one  Haynie,  as  the  administrator  of  Fisher's 
estate,  under  authority  of  an  order  made  by  the  Probate  Court. 
Dane  claimed  under  execution  sale  made  by  the  sheriff  in  Octo- 
ber, 1875,  before  Fisher's  death  ;  the  execution  having  been  is- 
sued on  a  judgment  against  Fisher,  in  Deceml)er,  1874,  in  favor 
of  one  Claude  I^roujon,  the  lien  of  which  was  properly  kept 
up  by  issue  of  an  alias  in  August,  1875. 

The  suit,  as  originally  brought,  was  in  the  name  of  James  K. 
(rlennon.  j)laintiff,  who  was  described  as  suii}<j  for  tJie  iise  of 
Price  Williams.  A  demurrer  was  sustained  to  the  complaint, 
and  an  atnendment  was  thereupon  authorized,  so  as  to  strike 
out  the  phrase  ''  who  sues  for  the  use,"  tVrc.  The  suit  was  af- 
terwards permitted  to  proceed  in  the  name  of  (ilennon  as  plain- 
tiff, against  the  defendant's  objection. 

The  amendment  was  clearly  authorized  by  the  statute.  The 
action,  being  in  ejectment,  should  have  been  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  owner  of  the  legal  title.  Sections  2890-91  of  the 
Code,  requiring  certain  actions  to  \ye  prosecuted  "in  the  name 
of  the  parti/  really  inlerested^^  and  providing  that,  in  certain 
cases,  ••  the  l>eiiep'4'iarj/  must  l)e considered  as  the  moI^ party  to  the 
record,"  have  no  reference  to  suits  in  ejectment.  These  re- 
quirements are  expressly  confined  to  actions  on  ^'' c<mtracts,  ex- 
press or  implied,  for  the  payment  of  monev." — Code,  1876,  ^Jj 
2890-91.  The  phrase  allowed  to  be  stricken  out  by  amend- 
ment was  mere  surplusage,  and  the  real  partv  plaintiff  to  the 
11 
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suit  was  (ileiiiioii,  not  Price. — Code,  1876,  >j  815*):  Afja^'w  v. 
J^ttt/t.  6'»  Ala.  :U5;  'Johnson  r.  J/a/'fJn,  54  Ala.  '271  ;  Dxcyer 
V.  Kennentore.  :M  Ala.  404:  Sfo(I<hr  r.  Grant,  28  Ala.  410. 

The  chief  contestation  in  the  case  has  reference  to  the  ad- 
mission in  evidence  of  a  tax-deed.  introdn<*ed  bv  the  })laintilf 
for  the  ])urpose  of  giving  strength  to  his  title.  The  land  in 
controversy  Mas  sold  for  default  in  payment  of  taxes,  in  June, 
lS7o;  and  at  this  tax-sale  Price  Williams  became  the  purchaser. 
After  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  redemj^tion,  Williams,  as 
jnircliaser,  i-eceived  the  tax-deed  in  <juestion  from  the  tax-col- 
lector, as  authoi'ized  by  statute.  Haynie.  the  administrator  of 
Fisher's  estate,  in  February,  1877,  accpiired  AVilliams'  title, 
either  hy  j/urehase  or  rf'deniption, — it  is  immaterial  which,  in 
the  view  of  the  case  we  shall  take.  Upon  ai>plication  to  the 
Probate  Court,  tlie  land  was  afterwards  sold  by  the  administra- 
tor: and  at  this  sale  Glennon,  the  plaintiff,  became  the  pur- 
chaser. This  is  the  plaintiff's  chain  of  title,  the  strength  of 
which  must  depend  upon  the  validity  of  these  proceedings.  It  is 
manifest  that,  if  the  tax-sale  was,  for  any  reason,  void,  the  court 
below  erred  in  admitting  the  tax-deed  in  evidence,  and  Glen- 
non's  claim  of  title  must  fail.  In  such  event.  Dane's  title  would 
be  superior  to  (ilennou's;  he  having  purchased  in  October, 
1875,  under  an  execution  against  P'isher,  the  lien  of  which  is 
admitted  to  have  been  kept  in  full  force,  and  the  sale  under 
which  was  made  by  the  sheriff  prior  to  the  sale  made  by  the 
administrator. 

Our  opinion  is,  that  the  court  erred  in  admitting  the  tax- 
deed  in  evidence.  It  was  void  for  want  of  conformity  to  the 
requirements  of  the  statute  regulating  the  subject  of  tax  assess- 
ments and  sales.  The  description  of  the  land,  both  as  assessed 
and  sold,  was  so  uncertain  and  ambiguous  as  to  be  incapable  of 
identification.  The  statute  in  force  at  the  time  of  these  trans- 
actions contained  the  following  provisions  in  reference  to  the 
certainty  requisite  in  the  description  of  lands  authorized  to  be 
assessed,  and  sold  for  non-payment  of  taxes.  "  In  case  of  lands 
surveved,  or  laid  out  as  a  town,  city,  or  village,  .  .  it  shall  be 
described  by  the  designation  of  the  number  thereof.  If  if  be 
a  part  of  a  lot  or  hlock^  it  may  be  described  hy  its  hovndaries, 
or  some  otlier  way  by  which  it  maybe  known." — Acts  of  1868, 
^  7,  subd.  4,  p.  302.  It  is  not  made  necessary  to  insert  the 
quantitv  of  such  land  in  tlie  assessment. — Ih.  p.  302. 

The  land  here  sued  for,  as  described  in  the  complaint^  is  des- 
ignated as  •'  Lots  number  4  and  5,  in  Square  number  39,  of  what 
has  heretofore  been  known  as  the  Fisher  tract."  The  land  de- 
scribed in  the  assessment  and  the  toAjc-deed  is  as  follows:  "f  <?/" 
Squajre  39  in  Fisher  tractP  The  ambiguity  patent  on  the  face 
of  this  description  is  obvious.     It  may  mean  (1)  an  ijmdimded 
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iiro-tJiii'ds  udi'i'-xt^  lield  bv  tlie  owner,  Fisher.  l)y  wav  of  teii- 
ancv  in  cotniiion:  or  (2)  it  may  mean  an  fni'tMij  of  tmhlhlrdx 
in  area  of  the  wh<ile  square.  Which  of  tlie  two  is  inTende<].  it 
is  impossible  to  say:  and  tJje  ambitruiry  l»ein*;  ])atenT.  can  not 
l>e  *'orrect<^d  by  tlje  introduction  ot  extrinsic  or  parol  evidence. 
Similar  des<rriprions  have  l>een  adjudged  i>y  otliei*  <'ourts  to  }>e 
void  for  uncertainty.- -^/////v//  i\  iiAnnmn^  11  Minn.  78,91; 
AdufnA  V.  L>ini'<ih<'y.,  46  Me.  .5U>.  .MH:  Burrouijhs  on  Tax.  203 
-205;  Hilliard  on  Tax.  517,  5;  1l'. 

It  has  bt^n  often  lield  by  this  and  other  courts,  that,  in  the 
sale  of  lands  for  taxes,  great  >trictness  is  re»juired.  and  every 
provision  of  the  statute  must  Vm*  punctiliously  pursuetl.  AVitliout 
a  rigid  adherence  to  the  diinn-tions  and  forms  of  the  p-tatute,  the 
sale  is  void,  and  the  owner  is  not  divested  of  his  title  or  estate. 
Mlhn>r  tfr  Co.  c.  Chit'ky,  HI  Ala.  258:  (flirer  t\  Rotjui^on, 
58  Ala.  46:  Lt/on  v.  HnnU  H  Ala.  295:  FAiloll  r.  f:ddinf<, 
24  Ala.  508:  firoim  r.  V^asi^,  25  Maine.  359.  In  (\>oley  on 
Taxation,  it  is  said  to  l)e  an  a<*<*epted  axiom,  when  tax  sales  are 
under  consideration,  that  '*  a  fundamental  condition  to  their 
validitv  is,  that  there  should  have  l>een  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  law.  in  all  the  pro<*eeding8  of  which  the  ^ale  was  tlie 
cnluunation.  This  would  be  the  general  nile  in  all  cases,  in 
which  a  man  is  to  be  divested  of  his  freehold  bv  adversary  pro- 
ceedings ;  but  si)ecia]  reasons  make  it  peculiarly  applicable  to 
tax  sales.'' — ('(X)ley  on  Tax.  824.  A  tax-deed  takes  effect  only 
as  the  execution  of  a  statutory  power.  It  nnist,  therefore,  l)e 
construed  with  some  degive  of  strictness,  so  as  to  enable  the 
grantee  to  identify  the  land,  and  the  owner  to  redeem  it. — ffil/ 
V.  Manry,  6  Gray,  551.  The  description  must  afford  the 
means  of  identification,  and  he  sufficiently  certain  not  to  mis- 
lead the  owner,  or  Ije  calculated  to  mislead  him. — Cooler  on 
Tax.  286;  CurtU  v.  Superviwrs.  22  AVi.s.  167.  The  act  of 
1868,  above  <]uoted,  does  not  require  more  than  this;  nor  can 
it  be  construed  to  require  less. 

This  rule  of  description  need  not  l>e  applied  with  rigor  to 
the  present  case.  The  ambiguity  and  uncertainty  of  descrip- 
tion in  the  land,  as  first  appearing  in  the  assessment,  of  course, 
run  through  all  of  the  subsecpient  proceedings,  including  tlie 
certificate  of  purchase  and  the  tax-deed.  It  is  enough  to  say, 
that,  so  far  from  being  accurate  and  pertinent,  as  is  required  in 
tax  assessments  and  proceedings,  it  is  not  sufficiently  certain  to 
sustain  a  complaint  or  verdict  in  ejectment,  or  unlawful  de- 
tainer; and  this  conclusion  must  prove  utterly  fatal  to  tlie 
validity  of  the  tax-deed. — Crommelin  v.  Mhiter,  9  Ala.  594 ; 
Beniiet  v.  Morris^  9  Port.  171 ;  Alexayider  v.  Wheeler,  69  Ala. 
332;  McBae  v.  TiUmun,  6  Ala.  486;    Wright  c.  Lyle,  4  Ala. 
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112;  Hamner  v.  Eddins,  3  Stew.  192;   Burroughs  on  Tax. 
203-205. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 


Hubbard  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Murder. 

1.  Special  venire  hi  capital  case ;  what  is  revisahk. — The  number  of 
jurors  to  be  summoned  in  a  capital  case  is  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court,  provided  the  number  summoned,  inckiding  the  regular  jurors  for 
the  week  or  term,  is  not  less  than  fifty,  nor  more  than  one  hundred 
{Code,  §  4874) ;  and  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is  not  revisable 
on  error. 

2.  Indorsements  on  indictment.— The  only  evidence  required  by 
statute,  as  to  the  authenticity  of  an  indictment,  is  the  indorsement  of  the 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury ;  and  the  indorsement  by  the  clerk,  showing 
when  it  was  filed  in  court,  may  be  made  at  any  time  while  the  cause  is 
in  fieri. 

3.  Practice  as  to  filing  plea  in  abatement;  ivhat  is  reriHahle. — Wliether 
the  defendant  shall  be  permitted  to  withdraw  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and 
interpose  a  plea  in  abatement  on  act!Ount  of  a  misnomer,  is  matter  of 
discretion  with  the  court  below,  and  is  not  revisable  by  this  court. 

4.  Service  of  copy  of  indictment  on  defendant;  sufficiency  of  copy. — In 
preparing  a  copy  of  the  indictment  for  service  on  the  accused  in  a  capital 
case  (Code,  §  4872),  the  clerk  should  include  in  the  copy  all  the  indorse- 
ments on  the  original ;  but  the  indorsement  of  the  prosecutor's  name,  or 
of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  prosecutor  (Ih.  ^  4778),  being  matters  which 
are  merely  directory,  and  the  omission  of  whit:h  does  not  affect  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  indictment,  their  omission  from  the  copy  does  not  affect 
its  validity,  and  is  not  an  irregularity  which  can  prejudice  the  defendant. 

5.  Objections  to  venire,  on  account  of  mistakes  in  names  of  jurors. 
Mistakes  in  the  names  of  persons  summoned  as  jurors  in  a  capital  case, 
or  discrepancies  in  their  names  between  the  venire  and  the  copy  served 
on  the  defendant,  are  not  good  ground  for  quashing  the  venire. 

6.  To  what  iritness  may  testify. — On  a  trial  under  an  indi(;tment  for  in- 
fanticide, a  witness  who  examined  the  dead  body  (jf  the  child  may, 
though  not  an  expert,  testify  that  he  "  considered  it  fully  developed;" 
this  being  a  matter  of  fact  open  to  observation,  and  the  witness  being 
subject  to  cross-examination  as  to  his  use  of  the  words  and  his  knowl- 
edge of  their  meaning. 

7.  Abstract  charge  as  to  complicity  of  third,  person  (cith  crime. — When 
there  is  no  evidence  whatever  tending  to  connect  any  other  person  than 
the  accused  with  the  death  of  the  child  alleged  to  have  been  murdered, 
or  with  the  concealment  of  its  body  Where  it  was  found,  charges  re- 
quested, based  on  the  supposed  complifiity  of  some  (jther  person  with 
the  crime,  are  abstract,  and  are  properly  refused  on  that  account. 

8.  Proof  of  venue;  failure  of  record  to  show. — When  no  instruction  is 
given  or  refused,  involving  an  inquiry  into  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
to  authorize  a  conviction,  or  as  to  the  proof  of  venue,  the  failure  of  the 
bill  of  exceptions  to  show  that  the  venue  was  proved,  while  it  purports 
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to  set  out  "sulwjtantially  all  the  evidence,"  will  not  work  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Colbert. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  charged,  in  a  single  count,  that 
the  defendant,  Ann  Hubbard,  "unlawfully  and  with  malice 
aforethought  killed  her  infant  child,  whose  sex  is  to  this  grand 
jury  unknown,  by  cutting  off  its  head  %nth  some  instnnnent 
which  is  to  this  grand  jury  unknown ;  which  said  child  was  a 
new-bom  infant,  and  nameless.'"  On  being  arraigned,  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  not  guilty,  and,  as  the  judgment-entry  recites, 
"asked  the  court  for  one  hundred  jurors;  which  demand  the 
court  refused,  and  the  defendant  excepted ; "  and  the  court 
then  ordered  the  sheriff  to  summon  "fifty  persons  as  a  jury 
for  the  trial  of  this  cause,  including  those  who  have  been  sum- 
moned on  the  regular  ventre  and  are  in  attendance  on  the 
court,"  and  also  ordered  a  copy  of  the  indictment  and  of  the 
special  ventre  to  be  served  on  the  defendant.  The  indictment, 
as  set  out  in  the  transcript,  bears  the  indorsement  "  No  prose- 
eutor,  a  true  Ml/,'''  which  is  signed  by  the  foreman  of  the  grand 
jury ;  and  the  clerk's  indorsement  in  these  words :  "  Filed  in 
02>en  court,  thi^  i Ist  dmj  of  September^  188 1^  On  the  trial, 
as  the  judgment-entry  and  the  bill  of  exceptions  each  recites, 
"  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to  quash  the  indictment,  be- 
cause the  record  fails  to  show  that  the  same  was  returned  into 
court;  which  motion  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted."  The  bill  of  exceptions  then  recites.  "  The 
defendant  also  moved  to  cjuash  the  mme^  because  the  copy  of 
the  indictment  served  upon  her  varied  from  the  original,  in 
this:  that  the  original  had  the  words  " So proxecutor'  indorsed 
on  it,  and  the  copy  served  on  her  did  not  contain  these  words ;" 
while  the  judgment-entry  recites,  that  the  motion  was  to  quash 
the  venire  on  that  ground.  The  record  does  not  show  the 
action  of  the  court  on  the  motion,  nor  that  any  exception  was 
reserved  to  its  ruling.  "The  defendant  then  asked  leave  to 
withdraw  her  jilea  of  not  guilty,  and  to  be  allowed  to  file  a  plea 
in  abatement  for  misnomer;  which  motion  the  court  refused  to 
grant,  and  the  defendant  exce|)ted."' 

During  further  proceedings  in  the  cause,  the  sheriff,  in  draw- 
ing the  jury,  drew  from  the  hat  the  name  of  /*at.  CuUiyin^ 
which  name  did  not  appear  in  the  list  of  jurors  served  on  the 
defendant,  though  the  nan)e  of  /*atn'rk  (^ulli/u/cr  (Wd  apj)ear 
on  said  list,  bearing  the  same  number  as  the  name  of  Pat.  Cnl- 
ligin  on  the  original  rent  re ;  and  for  this  reason,  the  defendant 
objected  to  further  proceeding  with  the  trial.  The  court  or- 
dered the  defendant  to  proceed  with  the  trial,  to  wliich  the  de- 
fendant duly  excepted.     Said  juror,  being  then  examined,  and 
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found  iiieojiipetent.  was  eliallenged  for  cause,  and  the  trial  pro- 
ceeded, and  the  defendant  exhausted  her  entire  number  of 
challenges  before  the  venire  was  exhausted  ;  but  said  challenges 
were  not  exhausted,  nor  the  jury  chosen,  before  the  name  of 
said  Pat.  CvUl(jin  was  called.  On  the  further  call  of  the 
ventre^  the  name  of  Albei't  J.  Guy  was  called,  and  he  failed  to 
respond,  whereupon  the  court  ordered  him  lined  fifty  dollars. 
The  defendant  then  ol)jected  to  going  on  with  the  trial,  and 
oiferetl  to  prove  that  there  was  not  a  man  of  that  name  living 
in  the  county ;  but  the  court  ordered  the  trial  to  proceed,  and 
the  defendant  excepted. 

''On  the  trial  the  State  introduced  A.  W.  Ligon  as  a  witness, 
who  testified,  that  he  kneM'  the  defendant,  and  had  hired  her, 
about  the  1st  April.  1881,  as  a  cook  and  servant  about  the 
house ;  that  when  siie  came  to  his  house  she  had  the  appear- 
ance of  being  seven  or  ei^ht  months  advanced  in  pregnancy, 
though  she  denied  it,  and  said  that  she  had  the  dropsy;  that 
about  the  25th  April,  after  she  had  been  at  his  house  two  or 
three  weeks,  an  old  negro  man  who  lived  with  him  (Jack  Mor- 
gan, by  name),  came  and  knocked  at  his  door  during  the  night, 
and  he  got  up  and  went  out,  but  saw  nothing;  that  the  old  man 
came  again  to  his  door,  and  waked  up  his  wife,  who  went  out ; 
that  he  got  up  and  went  out  after  day-light,  and  found  consid- 
erable blood  on  the  ground,"  and  a  substance  which  he  took  to 

be  the ;  that  he  then  ordered  the  negro  man  to  take  his 

horse  and  bufi^gy.  and  carry  the  defendant  to  her  mother;  that 
the  man  took  her  to  her  mother's  house^  and  on  his  return 
brought  him  (witness)  a  "bee-gam,  in  which  he  found  the  body 
of  a  new-born  child,  wrapped  up  in  a  shawl,  and  having  its  head 
nearly  severed' from  its  body.  ''The  State  then  asked  the  wit- 
ness, if  the  child  was  fully  developed ;  to  which  he  answered, 
that  he  considered  it  fully  developed.  To  this  (piestion  and 
answer  the  defendant  objected,  because  the  witness  was  not 
shown  to  be  an  expert,  and  his  answer  was  merely  his  opinion ; 
which  objection  the  court  overruled,  and  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted. The  witness  stated,  also,  that  he  examined  the  finger- 
nails and  toe-nails  of  the  child,  and  that  they  were  fully  grown. 
The  State  then  introduced  said  ^Jackson  Morgan  as  a  witness, 
who  lived  with  said  Ligon,  and  who  stated  that  defendant  lived 
at  said  Ligon's  house  about  a  month  and  a  half;  that  she  hooked 
big,  and  complained  a  great  deal,  saying  that  she  had  dropsy ; 
that  he  stayed  in  the  kitchen  with  her  on  the  night  mentioned 
by  said  Ligon,  and  she  was  up  and  down  all  night,  complaining 
of  her  bowels,  and  going  out  frequently ;  that  he  told  her  he 
was  going  to  wake  up  the  white  folks,  but  she  told  him  he  need 
not ;  that  he  went  and  waked  up  the  white  folks,  and  Mrs.  Li- 
gon came  out ;  that  he  fell  asleep  just  before  day ;  that  he  never 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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heard  any  cfiild  crv,  and  did  not  know  that  the  defendant  had 
any  hahy :  tliat  Lijjon  sent  iiini  with  the  ijirl,  after  breakfast, 
to  her  mother's,  ahi»nt  two  miles  in  the  country ;  that  just  l)e- 
fore  tliey  reache<l  tlie  trate,  leading  into  tlie  tield  where  her 
mother  lived,  defendant  told  him  to  look  under  the  door-steps 
when  he  went  hack,  and  find  the  ehild,  and  hury  it;  tliat  he 
found  the  ehild,  on  his  return,  under  the  steps,  wrapped  u[>  in 
a  shawl,  and  showed  it  to  Mr.  Ligon,  and  then  huried  it ;  and 
that  the  shawl  reseitdjled  one  he  had  seen  the  defendant  wear. 
I>oth  of  said  witnesses  testitie<l.  also,  that  the  defendant  got  up 
that  morning,  and  went  aiiotU  her  usual  work,  milking  the  cows, 
iVre. ;  and  neither  of  them  rej)orted  the  facts  to  any  one  imtil 
about  the  time  of  the  defendant's  arrest.  s(»me  two  or  three 
months  after  the  child  was  found." 

"This  was,  8ul»stantially.  all  the  evidence:  and  the  defetidant 
thereupon  recpiested  the  following  charges,"  which  were  in  writ- 
ing: ••  If,  from  the  evidence,  the  jury  can  not  say  that  the  mur- 
der was  not  committed  by  some  one  else,  then  they  can  iKjt  say 
the  defen<lant  is  guilty:"  "To  enable  the  jury  t«»  find  the  de- 
fendant guilty,  the  evidence  must  show  that  no  one  else  could 
have  killed  the  child  ;"  "To  enable  the  jury  to  convict,  the  evi- 
dence must  reasouably  show  that  no  one  else  could  have  killed 
the  child:"  "When  it  is  clear  that  one  of  two  persons  com- 
mitted the  offense,  but  it  is  uncertain  from  the  evidence  which 
of  the  two  is  guilty,  then  neither  of  them  can  be  convicted." 
The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and  tlie  defendant  ex- 
cepte<l  to  their  refusal. 

No  counsel  appeared  in  this  court  for  the  apj)ellant.  so  far 
as  the  record  and  the  docket  show :  and  there  is  no  brief  on  file. 

H.  ('.  ToMi'Kixs,  Attorney-deneral,  for  the  State. 

HRK'KELL.  C  .1. —  1.  It  was  matter  of  discretion  in  the 
(-ircuit  Court  to  order  the  summotiingof  any  number  of  jurors 
for  the  trial  of  the  accused,  if,  including  tlie  regular  juries 
for  the  week  or  term,  the  nimiber  was  not  reduced  below  fifty, 
or"  did  not  exceei^l  one  hundred. — Code  of  1876,  jj  4874.  The 
exercise  of  the  dis<-retion  is  not  revisable  on  error. — BlevhufV. 
Stat4;.  Q^  Ala.  1>2. 

2.  The  only  evidence  of  the  authenticity  of  an  indictment, 
whi<'h  is  re»juired  by  the  statute,  is  the  indorsement  of  tlie  fore- 
man of  the  grand  jury.  The  indorsement  of  the  clerk,  show- 
ing it«  filing  in  oj^en  court,  may  be  made  at  any  time  while  the 
cause  is  injierl. —  C/arkmn  r.  State,  3  Ala.  378:  JIme  v.  State, 
35  Ala.  421 :  We^let/  v.  State,  52  Ala.  182.  The  indictment 
bears  not  only  the  indorsement  of  the  foreman  of  the  grand 
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jury,  but  also  the  indorsement  of  the  clerk,  showing  the  day  of 
its  filing  in  open  court ;  and  the  motion  to  quash  it  was  prop- 
erly overruled. 

3.  Whether  the  accused  should  have  been  permitted  to  with- 
draw the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  interpose  a  plea  in  abatement 
because  sne  was  incorrectly  named  in  the  indictment,  rested 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  below,  and  its  action  is  not  re- 
visable. 

4.  It  does  not  appear  that  it  was  shown,  as  a  fact,  that  there 
was  the  asserted  variance  between  the  original  indictment  and 
the  copy  served  on  the  accused.  The  copy  was  not  produced 
and  identified,  so  that  it  could  be  compared  with  the  original. 
But,  if  the  variance  in  fact  existed,  it  was  immaterial.  The 
statute  recpiiring  that  the  name  of  the  prosecutor  shall  be  in- 
dorsed on  the  indictment,  or,  if  there  is  no  prosecutor,  that  it 
shall  be  so  indorsed,  is  merely  directory,  and  the  omission  does 
not  affect  the  sufiiciency  of  the  indictment.  While  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  furnish,  for  service  on  the  accused,  an  ex- 
act and  literal  copy  of  the  indictment,  with  all  its  indorsements, 
the  omission  of  an  indorsement  not  a  part  of  the  indictment, 
not  entering  into  its  sufficiency,  is  not  an  irregularity  or  error, 
which  can  be  of  prejudice  to  the  accused. — Ezell  v.  /State, 
54  Ala.  165. 

2.  The  venire  in  a  capital  case  can  not  be  (plashed,  because 
of  mistakes  in  the  names  of  the  persons  summoned  as  jurors, 
or  because  of  discrepancies  in  their  names  between  it  and  the 
copy  served  on  the  prisoner. — Code  of  1876,  §  4S76 ;  ffall  v. 
State,  51  Ala.  9. 

6.  Whether  the  (;hild  was  born  alive,  and,  of  consequence, 
the  subject  of  criminal  homicide,  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
determination  of  the  jury,  in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  We  do  not  perceive  any  just  objection  to  the  state- 
ment of  the  witness  Ligon,  that  he  examined  the  body  of  the 
child,  and  considered  it  fnlly  developed.  The  appearance  of 
the  body  of  the  child — whether  it  was  fully  or  partially  devel- 
oped—was matter  of  observation,  and  of  fact.  If  the  accused 
desired  to  ascertain  what  meaning  the  M'itness  attached  to  the 
term  fully  developed,  that  could  have  been  elicited  on  cross- 
examination. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  874,  ^  995. 

7.  Instructions  requested,  based,  partly  or  entirely,  on  a 
state  of  facts  of  wliich  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  evi- 
dence, should,  for  that  reason,  even  though  they  may  state  cor- 
rect legal  propositions,  be  refused. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  338,  jj  41. 
Such  instructions,  if  they  have  any  effect,  can  serve  only  to 
confuse  and  mislead  the  jury.  There  was  not  the  slightest  evi- 
dence, tending  to  connect  any  other  person  than  the  accused 
with   the  death  of  the  child,  or  with  the  concealment  of  its 

Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  169 

[Hubbard  v.  The  State.] 

body.  It  iR  obvious,  if  tlie  instructions  re<jue8ted  had  been 
mven,  they  would  have  been  an  invitation  to  the  jury  to  pass 
beyond  the  evidence,  into  mere  speculations  and  conjectures  as 
to  the  complicity  of  some  imaginary  person  in  the  crime. 

8.  The  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  that  it  contains  ''substan- 
tially all  the  evidence,"  and  is  silent  as  to  any  evidence  showing 
the  offense  was  committed  in  the  county  of  Colbert.  No  ques- 
tion appears  to  have  been  made  in  the  Circuit  Court  as  to  the 
venue  of  the  offense.  No  instruction  was  given,  or  was  re- 
ouested,  upon  that  point;  nor  was  the  attention  of  the  court 
directed  to  the  want,  if  there  was  a  want,  of  evidence  showing 
that  the  locality  of  the  offense  was  in  Colbert  count}-.  In 
Frank  v.  State  (40  Ala.  9),  C.  J.  Walkkk  dissenting,  it  was 
ruled,  that  if  an  exception  was  reserved  to  the  conviction  and 
sentence,  the  judgment  of*  conviction  would  on  error  be  re- 
versed, if  the  bill  of  exceptions,  purporting  to  set  out  all  the 
evidence,  failed  to  show  the  veime  was  proved,  though  no 
charge  involving  its  proof  was  given  or  reiused.  In  Ctark  v. 
State  (46  Ala.  307),  and  Chihls  v.  Sf^te  (55  Ala.  28),  it  was 
held  error,  to  refuse  an  instruction  that  the  defendant  could  not 
be  convicted,  when  the  bill  of  exceptions  set  out  all  the  evi- 
dence, and  there  was  a  want  of  evidence  of  the  venue.  So, 
there  are  numerous  cases,  asserting  that  a  judgment  of  convic- 
tion will  be  reversed,  because  of  instructions  given  which  au- 
thorize a  conviction  without  proof  of  the  venue. — Sparks  v. 
State^  59  Ala.  82:  GcH)den  v.  State,  55  Ala.  178;  Bain  v.  State, 
61  Ala.  75.  In  Buid/s  v.  State  (49  Ala.  389),  a  judgment  of 
conviction  seems  from  the  very  meagre  report  to  have  been 
deemed  erroneous  and  reversible,  where  the  bill  of  exceptions 
professed  to  contain  all  the  evidence,  and  was  silent  as  to  tlie 
venue,  though  no  exception  of  any  kind  was  reserved.  In  Wil- 
liaum  V.  State  (54  Ala.  131),  and  Samjmwt  v.  State  {Ih.  241), 
we  held  that,  whether  the  evidence  was  in  any  respect  sufficient 
for  conviction,  could  be  presented  only  by  an  exception  to  the 
rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence.  With  the  mere  question 
of  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  support  a  verdict,  this 
court  can  not  interfere,  unless  it  was  decided  by  the  court  be- 
low, and  the  decision  made  the  subject  of  an  exception  at  the 
appropriate  time. — Sk'nmer  v.  State,  30  Ala.  694.  If  there  had 
been  an  instruction  given  or  refust^l,  involving  an  inquiry  into 
the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  authorize  a  conviction,  the 
omission  of  evidence  of  the  venue  would  have  compelled  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  of  conviction,  in  obe<lience,to  the  au- 
thorities we  have  cited.  But  no  such  instruction  having  l)een 
given  or  refused,  this  court  can  not  now  interfere.  It  does  not 
Tie  within  our  ju-ovince  to  grant  new  trials,  in  cases  civil  or 


170  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Farley  v.  The  State.] 

criniinul,  because  the  verdict  and   judgment  may  not  appear 
affirmatively  to  be  supported  by  tlie  evidence. 

We  tind  no  error  in  the  record,  prejudicial  to  the  accused, 
and  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


Farley  r.  The  State. 

Indh-tment  for  Carrying  Conceahd  Weapons. 

1.  Gfiin-dl  r.icc/itioii  to  ndirf  cJiarc/c.-^X  general  exception  to  an  entire 
charge,  containing  several  separate  and  sejiarable  clauses,  some  of  which 
are  correct,  can  not  be  sustained:  the  particular  clauses,  supposed  to 
contain  error,  shouhl  be  specifically  excei)ted  to. 

2.  Corrying  courfali'il  irt'aftoiia;  rhuiyfn  on  rridence,  i ni (tiling  prorince 
of  jury. — A  charge  which  assumes,  as  a  fact,  that  "  there  is  no  proof  as 
to  whether  the  witness  looked  to  see  whether  the  defendant  had  a  pistol 
or  not,''  when  the  witness  had  testified  that  he  passed  within  a  few  feet 
of  the  <lefendant,  while  lying  on  the  ground  drunk,  "but  did  not  examine 
him,"  is  properly  refused ;  nor  could  it  be  affirmed,  as  nuitter  of  law,  that 
unless  the  witness,  while  passing  by,  "looked  to  see  whether  the  defend- 
ant had  a  pistol  or  not,  there  cfiuld  l>e  no  inference  that  the  pistol  was 
then  concealed,"  which  another  witness  saw  in  his  hand  a  short  time 
previously. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lawrence. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Spkakk. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  was  indicted  for  carrying  a  pistol 
concealed  about  his  person,  and  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  in- 
dictment. On  his  trial,  he  reserved  a  bill  of  exceptions,  in 
which  the  evidence  adduced,  and  the  rulings  of  the  court  now 
presented  for  revision,  are  thus  stated  :  "It  was  adthitted  by 
the  defendant,  that  he  bought  a  pistol  in  the  town  of  Moulton 
in  said  county,  t»n  or  about  April  27th,  1881 ;  and  that  the 
venue  was  correctly  charged  in  the  indictment.  The  State 
then  offered  one  Cheatham  as  a  witness,  who  testified,  sub- 
stantially, that  during  the  Spring  term  of  said  court,  1881,  he 
passed  the  defendant  lying  on  the  road  dnuik  ;  that  his  mule 
shied  as  he  passed,  and  went  by  swiftly,  and  he  saw  something 
sticking  out  of  the  defendant's  pocket,  but  could  not  say  whether 
it  was  a  pistol  or  bottle ;  that  he  did  not  get  off  his  mule  to  ex- 
amine, but  went  on  M'ithout  further  notice,  and  overtook  one 
McYay  about  sixty  yards  from  where  he  passed  defendant. 
The  State  then  introduced  said  McVay  as  a  witness,  who  tes- 
tied.  that  he  passed  within  six  or  eight  feet  of  the  defendant  as 
he  lay  on  the  road,  just  before  said  Cheatham  passed ;  that  he 
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saw  no  pistol  on  <»r  about  defeiulaiit,  hut  did  not  examine  l)iin  ; 
and  that  he  went  on  ahout  three  or  four  hundred  yards,  where 
he  stopped,  and  stayed  all  night  with  one  WoiKlward.  The 
State  then  intnKiueed  said  Woodward  as  a  witnes>.  wlio  testi- 
fied, tliat  he  saw  the  defendant.  .so<»n  after  said  M(\  av  eanieto 
liis  liouse,  pass  his  house,  tiourishing  his  pistol  in  Ids  hand  : 
and  that  no  one  else  had  passed  along  said  road,  after  MeVay 
liad  reached  liis  liouse,  other  than  the  defendant." 

"  This  being,  substantially,  all  the  evidence  introduced,  tlie 
court  charged  the  jury,  ejc  mero  motn,  as  ftillows :  'The  State 
must  prove,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  defendant  car- 
ried a  pistttl  concealed  about  his  person,  in  this  county,  and 
within  twelve  months  beft»re  the  finding  of  this  indictment. 
The  statute  is  such,  as  that  the  pistol  is  hidden  from  ordinary 
oljservation,  and  that  a  casual  observer  would  not  <Hs<'over  it. 
The  evidence  to  establish  this  offense  is  reasonai»ly  circumstan- 
tial ;  such  as,  when  one  walks  or  rides  with  another  for  any  dis- 
tance, or  length  of  time,  and  sees  no  ])istol  about  him,  and  he 
afterwards  draws  a  pistol  from  al>out  his  person,  and  exhibits  it. 
If,  therefore,  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that,  wlien 
Mc\  ay  passed  the  defendant,  and  he  saw  no  [u.-tol  about  the 
defendant,  and  defendant  came  along  the  rftad  shortly  after- 
wards, to  the  house  of  said  Wo<^»dward,  exhibiting  his  pistol; 
and  further,  that  no  one  had  passed  said  defendant  since  J^fc^ 
A' ay  and  Cheatham  passed,  then  the  law  would  authorize  the 
jury  to  infer  that,  when  M(\"ay  passed  the  defendant,  he  ha<l 
the  pistol  concealed  about  his  person  ;  and  if  they  l>elieve  it  was 
8o  concealed,  and  that  this  occurred  in  this  county,  within 
twelve  months  before  the  finding  (►f  this  indictment,  and  be- 
lieve all  this  l>eyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  then  they  would  Ik? 
authorized,  under  the  law.  to  find  the  defendant  guilty:  and  if 
they  should  so  find,  they  should  assess  his  fine  at  not  less  than 
fifty,  nor  more  than  five  hundred  dollars.'  The  defendant  ex- 
cepted to  this  charge,  and  asked  the  court,  in  writing,  to  chaJ'ge 
the  jury,  'that  if  Mc\'ay,  in  passing  Farley,  did  not  look  to  see 
whether  he  had  a  pistol  or  not,  and  there  is  no  proof  as  tr» 
whether  he  did  look  to  see  whether  he  had  a  pistol  or  not,  tJien 
there  could  l)e  no  inference  that  the  pistol  was  concealed  wher» 
McVay  passed  by,  from  Woodward  afterwards  .seeing  it.*  The 
court  refused  this  charge,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to  the 
refusal." 

Thos.  M.  Pfttkrs,  and  W.  P.  Cnn'wo<»d,  for  appellant. 

H.  C.  T(»MPKiNs,  Attorney-i^eneral,  for  the  State. 

STONE,  J.^— The  general  charge  to  the  jury  in  this  cause 
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contains  several  separate  and  separable  clauses.  There  was  a 
general  exception  reserved  to  the  charge,  without  specifying 
anv  particular  clause  or  clauses  excepted  to.  .  The  rule  estab- 
lished by  this  court,  in  such  case,  is,  that  unless  the  entire 
charge  is  faulty,  there  will  not  be  a  reversal,  although  in  some 
of  tne  separable  clauses  the  primarv  court  may  have  erred. 
The  party  excepting  must  point  out  the  part  of  the  charge  in 
which  error  is  supposed  to  have  been  committed,  and  make  that 
the  subject  of  his  exception.  We  need  not  state  the  reasons  on 
which  this  rule  rests.  They  have  been  too  often  declared  to 
need  repetition.— ^/^/o«  v.  Stocks,  67  Ala.  336;  S.  c&  ]\\  Bail- 
road  V.  3fcLe7idon,  63  Ala.  266.  .  Many  parts  of  the  general 
charge  are  free  from  error,  wliile  only  one  clause  is  here  ob- 
jected to. 

The  charge  asked  and  refused  should  not  have  been  given, 
for  more  reasons  than  one.  It  asked  the  couit  to  instruct  the 
jury,  as  fact,  that  "  there  is  |  was  ]  no  proof  as  to  whether  he 
[the  defendant]  had  a  pistol  or  not."  McA^ay  testified,  that  he 
had  passed  within  six  or  eight  feet  of  defendant,  as  he  lay  on 
the  ground,  but  that  he  did  not  examine  him.  That  he  did  not 
examine  him,  does  not  necessarily  imply  that  he  did  not  look  at 
him.  Nor,  if  the  charge  had  been  stated  hypothetically,  could 
it  be  affirmed,  as  matter  of  law,  that  unless  the  witness  looked 
*'  to  see  whether  he  had  a  pistol  or  not,"  then  ''  there  could  be 
no  inference  that  the  pistol  was  concealed."  Such  charge  re- 
quires too  strict  a  measure  of  proof,  and  would  be  an  invasion 
of  the  province  of  the  jury.  Rules  of  law  must  be  declared  by 
the  court,  while  inferences  of  fact  are  for  the  jury.  That  a  de- 
fendant, afterwards  seen  with  a  pistol,  had  previously  had  it 
concealed  about  his  person,  a  jury  may  be,  and  often  is,  con- 
vinced beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  although  no  witness  does  or 
can  testif}^  that  he  had  looked  to  see  whether  he  had  a  pistol  or 
not.— 1  Brick.  Dig.  838,  jj  41 ;  Ih.  340,  $J  65 ;  Cart£r  v.  The 
State,  33  Ala.  429 ;  Clark  v.  Goddard,  39  Ala.  164;  Ashwmth 
V.  The  State,  63  Ala.  120 ;  RoUnson  v.  Bullock,  66  Ala.  548. 

Affirmed. 
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Dorian  v.  The  State. 

ProseciUion  under  Bastardy  Stutuie. 

1.  Sature  of  proceeding. — A  prosecution  under  the  statute  relating  to 
bastardy  (Code,  4^  4071-93)  is  neither  strictlv  civil  nf>r  stricty  criminal, 
but  partakes  of  the  nature  of  lx»th,  and  is  rather  of  a  (jnani-cruninaX  char- 
acter. 

2.  Challeugf  of  juror m;  how  mantf  (tlloired. — The  statute  dtX'S  not  pre- 
scribe the  number  of  j>eremptory  challenjies,  to  which  the  defenaant 
shall  be  entitled ;  and  he  can  not  complain  that  he  was  allowed  only  four 
challenges,  as  in  civil  cases,  instead  of  six,  as  in  crimfnal  cases. 

.3.  Charyf  an  to  Kufficieucy  of  proof  vheti  evidence  ix  conflicting. — A 
charge  requested,  which  instructs  the  jury  that,  when  one  witness  swears 
to  the  existence  of  a  fact,  and  another  witness,  of  equal  credibility,  swears 
to  its  non-existence,  the  fact  is  not  prove<l,  unless  there  is  other  satisfac- 
tory pnwf  of  it,  which,  standing  alone,  would  he  suthcient  to  establish 
the  probability  of  it-s  tnith,  if  not  erroneous,  is  certainly  misleading,  and 
therefore  properly  refused. 

4.  Proof  tlmt  proxf'cutrij  Ik  an  xiimarried  woman. — When  the  com- 
plaint, being  in  proper  form,  and  under  oath,  alleges  that  the  prosecu- 
trix is  a  single  woman,  the  truth  of  that  allegation  is  Jiecessarily  a  part 
of  the  issue  to  l>e  tried  ;  and  on  the  issue  made  up  under  the  direction  of 
the  court,  "as  to  who  was  the  real  father  of  the  child  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,"  the  jurj-  having  returned  a  verdict  against  the  defendant, 
finding  that  he  was  the  father  of  the  child,  this  court  will  not  reverse  the 
judf^ment,  be<'ause  the  reconl  does  not  afiinnatively  sli<»w  that  proof  was 
made  of  the  fact  that  the  prosecutrix  was  a  single  woman. 

A»'i'E.\i.  from  tlie  Circuit  rourt  of  Baldwin. 

Tried  Injfore  the  Hon.  Wm.-  H  Clakkk. 

This  was  a  prosecution  under  tlie  bastardy  statute  TCode, 
,  §§  4071-iK3),instituted  on  tlie  complaint  of  Josephine  Ladnier, 
who  made  oath  before  a  notary  public  (and  e,i'  ojficio  justice  of 
tlie  peace)  "  that  she  is  a  single  woman,  and  a  resident  of  said 
county ;  tliat  she  vvas  delivered  of  a  female  bastard  child  in 
said  county,  on  or  about  the  5tli  February,  1880,  and  that  Will- 
iam C  Dorgan  is  the  father  of  said  bastard  child.''  The  de- 
fendant was  arrested  upon  a  warrant  issued  by  the  magistrate, 
and,  waiving  an  e.\aminatit»n,  gave  bond  for  his  a})pearance  at 
the  next  term  of  the  Circuit  Court.  In  that  court,  a  complaint 
wjis  tiled  against  hiirr,  in  these  words:  "The  State  of  Alabama 
charges,  that  William  C.  Dorgan,  the  defendant,  is  the  real 
father  of  the  female  bastard  child  begotten  of  .losephine  lad- 
nier, in  Baldwin  county,  as  alleged  in  the  affidavit  in  said  cause ;" 
and  the  judgment-entry  recites,  that  an  issue  **  was  made  up, 
by  and  iiuder  direction  of  the  court,  ab  to  who  was  the  real 
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father  of  a  certain  female  cliild  mentioned  in  the  com])laint." 
On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  when  the  prose- 
cuting officer  had  announced  that  he  was  satisfied  with  the 
jury,  "the  defendant  asked  the  court,  how  many  challenges  he 
would  be  entitled  to;  and  the  court  replied,  only  four  })eremp- 
tory  challenges ;  to  which  ruling  the  defendant  excepted,  but 
did  not  afterwards  challenge  as  many  as  four  of  the  jurors." 
The  prosecutrix,  who  was  examined  as  a  witness  on  the  part  of 
the  State,  testified  that  the  defendant  was  the  father  of  her 
child,  and  that  no  one  else  had  had  criminal  intercourse  \vith 
Jier  for  several  years  prior  to  its  birth;  while  the  defendant, 
testifying  as  a  witness  for  himself,  denied  that  lie  was  the  father 
of  the  child,  but  admitted  his  criminal  intimacy  with  the  pros- 
ecutrix ;  and  other  witnesses  for  him  testified  to  facts  which 
tended  to  show  criminal  intercourse  between  her  and  other  men 
prior  to  the  birtfe  of  the  child.  The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not 
purport  to  set  out  all  the  evidence  adduced. 

The  defendant  requested  the  following  charges,  which  were 
in  writing:  "1.  If  there  is  not  satisfactory  evidence  of  the 
guilt  of  the  accused,  and  the  question  of  guilt  depends  upon 
the  testimony  of  said  Josephine  Ladnier  and  of  said  W.  C. 
Dorgan;  then,  if  Josephine  has  testified  that  Dorgan  is  the 
father  of  the  child,  and  he  has  testified  that  he  is  not,  and  both 
are  equally  worthy  of  belief,  then  the  fact  is  not  found" 
\ proved?  I  •'  2.  If  one  witness  swears  to  the  existence  of  a  fact, 
and  another  witness,  of  equal  credibility,  swears  that  the  fact 
is  not  true ;  then  the  fact  is  not  proved,  unless  there  is  other 
satisfactory  proof  of  the  fact."  ''  The  court  refused  each  of  these 
charges,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to  their  refusal." 

The  errors  assigned  are,  the  refusal  of  the  charges  asked,  and 
the  rendition  of  judgment  against  the  defendant  on  the  verdict, 
"  when  there  was  no  sufficient  issue  made  up,  it  not  appearing 
in  the  issue  that  the  prosecutrix  was  a  single  woman,  and  the 
proof  not  showing  that  she  is  a  single  woman," 

James  Cobbs,  for  appellant. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — A  proceeding  under  our  statute  in  a 
bastardy  case  (Code,  1 876,  §§  4071  et  seq.)  has  been  held  by  this 
court  not  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  or  otherwise  strictly  criminal 
in  its  nature,  though  adjudged  to  be  penal  in  some  of  its  char- 
acteristics.— Pautk  V.  $tate,  52  Ala.  427 ;  SaUerwhite  v.  State^ 
28  Ala.  65.  In  StciJte  v.  Hunter,  67  Ala.  81,  we  pronounced 
the  sounder  and  better  view  to  be,  that  such  proceeding  was 
sui  generis,  partaking  of  the  nature  of  both  a  criminal  prose- 
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cution  and  of  a  civil  suit — or.  in  otlier  words,  that  it  was  neither 
a  eivil  suit,  nor  a  criminal  prose<'ntion.  but  rather  of  a  iina^l- 
criiuinal  character. 

In  this  view  of  the  matter,  tlie  conrt  did  ni)t  err  in  refusing 
to  allow  the  appellant  as  many  as  six  pereniptorv  (challenges, 
which  is  the  number  pres<-ril)ed  by  section  48T9  of  the  Code  in 
the  trial  of  misdemeanors.  He  could  not  complain  that  he  was 
restricted  to  K\\\\y  foui'  snch  <'hallen«j:es.  the  number  allowed  in 
thetrial  of  civil  causes. — ('ode.5i8(»16.  Atcommon  iaw.peremj)- 
tory  challenges  weiv  Tiever  allowed  in  civil  suits.  i>ut  only  in 
criminal  cases  pum'shable  capitally.  —  ^'/j/W  .sy'//^x /«.  CoUhuj- 
7//////,  2  Blatch.  (( '.  C.  I  47<>:  4  Black  Com.  854.  No  express 
provision  seems  to  be  made  by  statute  touching  this  matter  in 
bastardy  cases. — a  clear  instance  of  luixus  nntisMUM.  unless  it  can 
be  supplemented  by  adopting  the  rule  applicable  to  civil  cases, 
uj>on  princi]>les  of  analogy. 

The  two  written  charges  re(]ueNted  by  the  appellant,  were 
certainly  misleading,  if  not  erroneous,  and  were  pro|)erly  re- 
fused. They  are  each  obnoxious  to  the  construction,  that  where 
one  witness  swears  to  the  existence  of  a  fact,  and  another  wit- 
ness of  eqnal  credibility,  or  e<jually  worthy  of  belief,  swears  to 
the  non-existence  of  the  same  i'Ai'X,  the  fact  is  not  proved,  un- 
less there  is  other  satisfactory  proof  of  it,  which,  standing  alone, 
would  of  itself  be  sufficient  to  establisli  the  probability  of  its 
truth.  In  such  cases,  a  verj^  slight  circumstan<'e,  or  fact,  might 
be  sufficient  to  corroborate  the  one  witness  or  the  other,  so  as  to 
produce  a  rational  conviction  of  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the /</<?- 
turn  prdbanduni,  when,  standing  alone  and  disconnected,  it 
fuight  weigh  very  little  with  the  jury,  and  he  totally  inadequate 
for  this  purpose. 

It  is  provided  by  the  statute,  that  "  the  court,  on  the  appear- 
ance of  the  accused,  must,  if  he  demand  it.  cause  an  issue  to  be 
made  up,  to  ascertain  whether  he  is  the  real  father  of  the  child 
or  not.  — Code,  §  4078.  The  judgment-entry  recites,  that  an 
issue  was  made  up.  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  "  as  to  who 
was  the  real-father  of  a  certain  female  child  meniwned  In  the 
complmnt'''''  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  State, 
and  that  they  found  that  the  defendant  was  the  real  father  of 
the  child.  The  issue  joined  and  tried  was,  evidently,  one  hav- 
ing reference  to  the  statements  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  which 
was  under  oath,  and  contained  the  necessary  averments  required 
by  the  statute. — Code,  1876,  §  4071.  The  complaint  alleges, 
that  the  prosecutrix  was  a  sringle  icoman  ;  and  the  truth  of  tliis 
alleged  fact  was  necessarily  a  part  of  the  issue  made  up  and 
tried.  The  complaint,  therefore,  presents  a  substantial  ground 
of  accusation,  or  cause  of  action,  coming  within  the  statute ; 
and  this  court  will  not  reverse  the  cause,  for  the  mere  reason 
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that  the  evidence  set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  fails  to  show 
that  the  complainant  was  single,  or  unmarried.  This  court  has 
no  power  to  review  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  their  findings  on 
the  evidence. — Austin  v.  Pi^kett^  9  Ala.  102 ;  Shouae  v.  Law- 
rence, 51  Ala.  559. 
Affirmed. 


Nicholson  v.  The  State,  ex  rel,  Collins. 

Prosecution  under  Bastardy  Statute. 

1.  Former  acquittal,  or  conviction. — A  former  acquittal  or  conviction, 
pleadable  in  bar  of  another  prosecution,  pre-supposes  a  trial  before  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  to  render  a  judgment  on  the  merits ;  and  this 
effect  can  not  be  attributed  to  a  decision  rendered  by  a  court  whose  au- 
thority is  limited  to  the  inquiry,  whether  there  is  suthcient  cause  shown 
for  sending  the  accused  to  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  try  and  deter- 
mine the  charge. 

2.  Same;  jurisdiction  of  justice  of  the  peace,  in  bastardy  proceedings. 
In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy  (Code,  §§  4071-80),  the  justice  of  the  peace, 
before  whom  the  complaint  is  made,  has  no  more  power  to  render  a 
final  judgment  of  acquittal,  than  a  judgment  of  conviction ;  and  if  he 
finds  from  the  evidence  adduced  that  there  is  not  probalile  cause  to  be- 
lieve that  the  defendant  is  the  father  of  the  child,  and  therefore  dis- 
charges him,  such  discharge  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  prose- 
cution. 

3.  Relevancy  of  snspicioui^  eircnmxtances,  implyiuy  admission  or  con- 
sciousness of  guilt.— In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  the  defendant  denying 
that  he  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix  at  the  time  alleged 
by  her,  but  admitting  that  he  then  had  opportunities  for  such  intercourse, 
and  that  he  had  intercourse  with  her  at  a  subsequent  time ;  the  fact  that, 
during  the  woman's  pregnancy,  which  was  well  known  in  the  neighbor- 
hood, he  made  inquiries  and  ofi'ers  to  pay  for  the  means  of  making  a 
woman  miscarry,  is  relevant  and  competent  evidence  against  him,  though 
he  professed  to  make  such  inquiries  and  offers  for  another  person. 

Ai'i'EAL  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  DeKalb. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Lkkov  F.  Box. 

This  prosecution  was  commenced  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  on  the  ?)d  August,  1882,  on  the  complaint  of  Maria  Col- 
lins, alleging  that  she  had  given  birth  to  a  bastard  child,  and 
that  Joseph  Collins  was  its  father.  The  defendant  was  re- 
({uired  by  the  justice  to  give  bond  for  his  appearance,  at  the 
next  ensuing  term  of  the  Circuit  Court,  to  answer  the  charge. 
In  that  court,  he  filed  a  plea  of  res  adjudicata,  or  former  ac- 
quittal, alleging  that  he  had  been  arrested  on  the  same  charge, 
on  a  complaint  made  by  the  prosecutrix,  before  another  justice 
of  the  peace,  on  the  3d  June,  1882:  and  that  said  justice,  on 
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hearing  the  evidence  adduced,  discharged  him.  The  court 
sustained  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  and  the  defendant  then 
pleaded  not  guilty.  On  the  trial,  as  apj^ears  from  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  the  prosecutrix  testified,  that  the  child  was  begotten 
on  the  15th  August,  1881,  and  was  born  on  the  8th  May,  1882;^ 
that  the  defendant  was  its  father,  and  that  she  had  never  had 
sexual  intercourse  with  any  other  man.  The  defendant,  testi- 
fying as  a  witness  for  himself,  admitted  that  he  had  sexual  in- 
tercourse with  the  prosecutrix  on  the  20th  December,  1881, 
and  again  on  the  12th  January,  1882,  but  denied  that  he  had 
at  any  other  time ;  and  he  admitted  that  he  went  to  her  house, 
on  her  invitation,  in  August,  1881,  found  her  alone,  and  took 
liberties  with  her  person  without  objection  on  her  part.  A 
witness  introduced  by  the  defendant  also  testified,  that  he  had 
sexual  intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix  in  July,  August,  and 
September,  1881,  and  that  her  character  for  chastity  was  bad. 
The  parties  were  all  colored  j^ersons.  "'Maria  Burton,  a  colored 
woman,  testified  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  as  follows:  'I 
am  acquainted  with  Maria  Collins,  and  with  Joseph  Xicholson. 
Joseph  Nicholson  came  to  me  in  the  summer  or  fall  of  1881, 
and  said  that  a  man  had  got  him  to  find  out  if  I  knew  any- 
thing that  would  make  a  woman  miscarry ;  that  the  man  agreed 
to  give  him  five  dollars,  if  he  would  find  out  something  to 
make  a  woman  miscarry ;  and  that  he  would  pay  me  if  I  would 
tell  him — that  I  owed  him  a  small  amount,  and  he  would  give 
it  to  me  if  I  would  tell  him.  I  told  him  that  I  knew  nothing 
to  make  a  woman  miscarry.  This  was  after  I  knew  that  Maria 
Collins  was  pregnant.  This  was  all  the  conversation,  and  her 
name  was  not  mentioned.'  Thereupon,  the  defendant  moved 
the  court  to  exclude  the  testimony  of  said  witness,  as  to  her 
conversation  with  him,  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  illegal 
and  irrelevant ;  that  said  conversation  did  not  connect  tne 
prosecutrix  with  defendant's  said  inquiry,  and  did  not  show 
that  he  referred  to  her  or  himself  as  the  person  desiring  the 
information  asked  for.  The  court  overruled  said  objections, 
and  permitted  the  evidence  to  remain  with  the  jury ;  to  which 
ruling  the  defendant  duly  excepted."  The  admission  of  this 
evidence,  and  the  sustaining  oi  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  of 
former  acquittal,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

McSpadden,  Garden  &  Burnett,  for  appellant. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — ^The  only  jurisdiction  a  justice  of  the 
peace  can  exercise,  in  a  proceeding  for  bastardy,  is  an  examina- 
tion to  ascertain  whether  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the 
12 
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accused  is  the  father  of  tlie  child.  If,  after  an  examination  of 
the  mother  of  the  child  and  her  witnesses,  and  of  tlie  accused 
and  his  witnesses,  there  is  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused 
is  the  father  of  the  child,  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the  next 
term  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  required  of  him  ;  and  if  he 
fail  to  give  bail,  he  must  be  committed  to  jail.  In  the  Circuit 
Court,  an  issue  is  formed,  to  ascertain  whether  the  accused  is 
the  father  of  the  child ;  and  on  the  determination  of  the  issue, 
the  only  final  judgment  is  pronounced  which  is  rendered  in 
the  proceedings.  The  justice  not  having  jurisdiction  to  make 
an  order  of  Sliation,  or  to  pronounce  any  judgment  on  the 
merits,  the  order  he  may  make,  declaring  either  that  there  is, 
or  is  not,  probable  cause  to  believe  the  accused  is  father  of  the 
child,  is  not  a  judgment  of  conviction,  or  of  acquittal,  which 
can  be  pleaded  in  bar. — Marston  v.  Jenness,  11  N.  H.  156 ; 
Davis  V  State,  6  Blackf.  494.  An  acquittal,  or  a  conviction, 
pre-supposes  a  trial  before  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  pro- 
nounce judgment  on  the  merits.  A  mere  hearing  before  a  court 
limited  to  the  inquiry,  whether  there  is  sufficient  reason  for 
sending  an  accusation  to  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  to 
make  final  disposition  of  it,  whatever  may  be  the  result  of  it, 
is  conclusive  upon  no  one.  The  justice  of  the  peace  was  as 
wholly  without  power  to  render  a  judgment  of  acquittal,  as  he 
was  to  render  a  judgment  of  conviction.  The  order  rendered 
by  him,  discharging  the  defendant,  ascertained  only  that,  upon 
the  examination  had  before  him,  there  was  not  probable  cause 
to  believe  the  defendant  was  the  father  of  the  child.  The  order 
did  not  preclude  a  new  examination,  and  had  no  other  effect 
than  an  examination  before  a  grand  jury,  followed  by  a  refusal 
to  find  a  true  bill,  would  have  upon  the  power  and  action  of  a 
succeeding  jury. 

2.  The  general  rule,  in  regard  to  the  relevancy  of  evidence, 
is,  that  facts  and  circumstances,  which,  when  proved,  are  inca- 
pable of  affording  any  reasonable  presumption  or  inference  as 
to  a  material  fact  or  inquiry  involved  in  the  issue,  can  not  be 
given  in  evidence. — State  v.  Wisdom,  8  Port.  511 ;  Campbell 
V.  State,  23  Ala.  44.  It  is  often  a  most  embarrassing  question 
to  determine,  whether  a  particular  fact  or  circumstance  is  too 
remote  to  admit  of  any  just,  reasonable  direction  to  the  jury, 
in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  upon,  and  determining  the  main 
point  of  inquiry.  A  fact  or  circumstance  may,  in  itself,  seem 
trivial,  or  wholly  disconnected  with  the  main  fact,  the  subject 
of  inquiry ;  and  yet,  when  connected  with  other  facts,  of  which 
there  is  evidence,  may  aid  materially  in  reaching  a  satisfactory 
conclusion.  Manifestations  of  guilt,  or  of  a  consciousness  of 
guilt,  at  or  about  the  time  an  offense  is  committed,  or  in  the 
presence  of  suspicion  or  accusation  of  it,  are  facts  and  circum- 
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stances  which  may  be  proved,  to  connect  the  person  from  whom 
they  proceed  with  the  offense.  The  destruction  of  the  fruits 
of  a  crime,  or  preparation  to  destroy  them,  is  also  a  fact  of 
which  evidence  may  be  given.  The  pregnancy  of  the  relator 
was  a  known  fact,  as  was,  of  course,  the  fact  that  it  was  the 
result  of  illicit  intercourse.  That  at  this  time  the  defendant, 
who  had  antecedent  opportunities  for  such  intercourse,  should 
be  making  inquiries  and  propositions  to  pay  for  the  means  of 
making  a  woman  miscarry — for  producing  abortion — may,  of 
itself,  be  very  weak  and  inconclusive  evidence ;  yet  we  think  it 
was  a  fact  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  in  connection 
with  the  evidence  of  the  prosecutrix  that  he  had  sexual  inter- 
course with  her  at  a  preceding  time,  which  he  denied,  asserting 
that  it  was  at  a  subsequent  time.  That  he  proposed  to  make 
the  inquiry  for  another,  may  affect  the  weight  of  the  fact  of 
in(|uiry,  or  may  add  to  it,  as  the  jury  may  credit  the  profession, 
but  does  not  render  it  inadmissible. 
Affirmed. 


Butler  V.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Murder. 

1.  yew  trial;  refusal  not  revhable. — By  the  uniform  decisions  of  this 
court  since  its  first  organization,  the  granting  or  refusal  of  a  new  trial 
rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  primary  court,  and  is  not  revisable  on 
error  or  appeal. 

2.  Same;  separation  of  jurors,  or  other  misconduct. — In  appellate  courts 
which  reverse  judgments  or  orders  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  safer  and 
sounder  rule  seems  to  lie,  that  a  new  trial  is  not  granted  as  a  matter  of 
course,  merely  because  the  jurors  were  not  kept  untler  the  eye  of  an  of- 
ficer from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  trial,  but  that  such  irregularity 
makes  out  a.  prima  facie  case  for  a  new  trial,  and  casts  on  the  prosecution 
the  onus  of  showing  affirmatively  that  the  jurors  were  not  tami>ered  with  ; 
and  that  being  affirmatively  shown,  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted. 

From  tlie  Circuit  Court  of  Lauderdale. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

No  counsel  appeared  in  this  court  for  the  apjiellant,  so  far  as 
the  record  and  the  dockets  show ;  and  there  is  no  brief  on  tile. 

H.  C.  ToifPKiNS,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

STONE,  J. — No  questions  were  raised  in  this  case,  until  af- 


180  SUPKEME  COUKT  [Dec.  Term. 

[Butler  V.  The  State.] 

ter  the  jury  had  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty.  A  motion  wa& 
made  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  overruled  ;  and  to  the  ruling  of 
the  court  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  prisoner  reserved  exceptions. 
The  rulings  of  this  court,  from  its  very  origin,  have  been  un- 
broken, that  error  can  not  be  assigned  on  the  refusal  of  a  pri- 
mary court  to  grant  a  new  trial.  This,  we  have  held,  is  a  mat- 
ter resting  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  judge  who  hears  the 
evidence,  and  presides  over  the  trial. — Franklin  v.  The  StaUy 
29  Ala.  14 ;  Tyree  v.  Farham,  66  Ala.  424 ;  2  Brick.  Dig.  276» 

The  objection  urged  in  this  case  for  a  new  trial  is,  that  during 
an  adjournment,  pending  the  trial,  one  or  more  of  the  impanelled 
jurors  was  permitted  to  absent  himself  from  the  body  of  the 
jury,  unattended  by  an  officer.  It  is  not  shown  that  these 
jurors  conversed  with  any  person,  or  were  conversed  with, 
while  they  were  so  absent  from  their  fellows.  The  implications 
from  the  bill  of  exceptions  are,  that  such  was  not  the  case.  The 
mere  fact  that  jurors,  pending  a  trial  for  felony,  are  not  kept 
together  in  the  care  of  an  ^officer,  is  not  necessarily  ground  for 
a  new  trial.  In  appellate  courts  which  entertain  jurisdiction 
on  appeal  from  orders  overruling  such  motions,  a  new  trial  is 
not  a  matter  of  course,  from  the  mere  fact  that  the  jury  had 
not  been,  all  the  while,  kept  together  under  the  eye  of  the  of- 
ficer. Some  courts  hold  that,  prima  fctcie,  such  irregularity 
calls  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  onus  is  on  the  prosecution  to  show 
affirmatively  that  the  jury  had  not  been  tampered  with.  Pos- 
sibly, this  is  the  safer  and  sounder  rule.  The  inquiry  is  easily 
made,  and  a  proper  investigation  had,  in  the  court  trying  the 
cause.  If  any  of  the  jurors  have  been  conversed  with,  on  ques- 
tions affecting  the  prisoner's  guilt ;  or,  if  other  influences  have 
been  exerted,  which  may  have  biased  their  deliberations,  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted.  On  the  other  hand,  if  there  be  an  en- 
tire negation  of  such  interference,  there  is  no  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  verdict. —  Williams  v.  The  State,  45  Ala.  57 ; 
Morgan  v.  The  State,  48  Ala.  65  ;  Williams  v.  The  State^  Ih. 
.  85 ;  1  Bish.  Cr.  Proc.  §§  993,  999,  and  note  4. 

What  we  have  said  above  is  merely  suggestive  of  the  duty  of 
primary  jurisdictions,  in  such  conditions.  We  have  no  authority 
to  revise  such  judicial  action. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 
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The  State  v.  Parker, 

Action  on  Ojfficial  Bond  of  Tcuo-Collector. 

1.  Discharge  of  sureties  bu  judgment  discharging  principal. — Where  a 
tax-collector  executed  an  additional  bond,  as  required  on  the  address  of 
the  grand  jury  (Code,  §§  184-90),  on  which  was  one  new  surety  besides 
the  sureties  on  the  first  lx>nd ;  and  separate  actions  were  brought  on  each 
bond,  and  the  same  breaches  assigned  for  a  default  covered  by  each; 
held,  that  a  judgment  on  verdict  in  an  action  on  the  first  bond,  in  favor  of 
the  defendants,  operated  as  a  discharge  of  the  principal  and  sureties  on 
the  second  bond,  and  was  pleadable  in  bar  of  the  action  on  that  bond. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Clarke. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  T.  Toulmin. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama, against  Seth  J.  Parker,  A.  M.  Wing,  and  F.  P.  Baker ; 
was  commenced  on  the  17th  August,  1879,  and  was  founded 
on  an  official  bond  executed  by  said  defendants, — Parker  as  tax- 
collector  of  said  county,  and  the  other  defendants  as  his  sure- 
ties,— which,  as  set  out  in  the  complaint,  was  in  these  words : 
"  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Seth  J.  Parker,  A. 
M.  Wing  and  F.  W.  Baker,  in  consideration  of  advisory  in- 
structions to  the  honorable  Circuit  Court,  l)y  the  honorable 
grand  jury  of  the  Spring  term  of  said  court,  1876,  recommend- 
ing additional  surety  on  the  bonds  of  certain  officers,  do,  in 
obedience  to  such  recommendation  as  regards  the  present  in- 
cumbent, S.  J.  Parker,  tax-collector  for  Clarke  county,  do  hold 
and  firmly  bind,  and  by  these  presents  are  held  and  firmly  bound 
(as  additional  surety  on  the  bond  of  said  S.  J.  Parker),  unto  the 
State  of  Alabama,  in  the  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars ;  for  the 
payment  of  which,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  our- 
selves," tfec,  "  jointly  and  severally.  Sealed  with  our  seals,  and 
dated  the  8th  May,  1876.  The  condition  of  the  above  obliga- 
tion is  such,  that  whereas  the  above-named  S.  J.  Parker  has  been 
elected  tax-collector  for  Clarke  county,  now,  if  the  said  S.  J. 
Parker  shall  faithfully  perform  all  the  duties  which  are  or  may 
be  by  law  required  of  him  as  such  tax-collector,  during  the  time 
he  continues  in  said  oflice,  or  discharges  any  of  the  duties 
thereof,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,"  Arc.  The  com- 
plaint alleged,  that  said  Parker  was  elected  tax-collector  at  the 
general  election  in  November,  1874,  and  gave  lx)nd,  as  reouired 
y  law,  for  the  faithful  performance  of  his  duties ;  that  he  af- 
terwards executed  the  bond  sued  on,  under  an  address  or  requisi- 
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tion  of  the  grand  jury,  as  sliown  by  its  recitals,  and  said  bond 
was  accepted  and  approved  by  the  probate  judge.  One  of  the 
breaches  alleged  was,  his  failure  to  account  for  and  pay  over  the 
taxes  assessed  and  collected  "for  the  years  1876  and  1877." 
The  defendants  each  filed  several  pleas  in  bar,  setting  up  a  ver- 
dict and  judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants  in  a  former  ac- 
tion, founded  on  Parker's  original  bond  as  tax-collector.  This 
bond  is  not  set  out  in  any  of  the  pleas,  but  it  is  described  as 
having  beeen  executed  by  "  said  Parker  and  others,"  and  it  ap- 
pears that  said  A.  M.  Wing  was  not  one  of  the  obligors.  There 
is  in  the  record,  also,  a  plea  which  purports  to  have  been  filed 
by  one  Osceola  Wilson,  in  a  cause  in  which  "  Setli  J.  Parker,. 
Osceola  Wilson,  A.  M.  Wing,  F.  W.  Baker  et  al.,^''  are  named 
as  the  defendants ;  but  said  Wilson's  name  nowhere  else  ap- 
pears. The  overruling  of  demurrers  to  these  several  pleas  of 
■res  adjudicata  is  the  only  matter  assigned  as  error. 

H.  C.  ToMPKixs,  Atttorney-General,  and  J.  S.  Dickinson, 
for  appellant,  cited  State  Bank  v.  Rohinson,  8  Eng.  (13  Ark.) 
214 ;  2  Phil.  Ev.  §  1,  pp.  2--26 ;  2  Smith's  L.  C.  580,  653,  675 ; 
2  Parsons  oii  Contracts,  235,  289 ;  18  Ala.  241 ;  3  Stew.  &  P. 
369 ;  29  Ala.  147  ;  16  Ala.  271 ;  31  Ala.  234 ;  25  Ala.  300 ;  26 
Ala.  504. 

H.  PiLLANs,  contra,  cited  Baldwin  v.  Gordon,  12  Mart.  La. 
378 ;  Farmer's  Bank  v.  Kingsley,  2  Doug.  Mich.  379--403 ;. 
Ames  V.  Maclay,  14  Iowa,  281 ;  Gill  v.  Morris,  11  Heiskell, 
614 ;  Beale  v.  Cochran,  18  Geo.  38 ;  Couch  v.  Waring,  9  Conn» 
261 ;  Milller  v.  Gaskins,  1  Sm.  &  Mar.  Ch.  524 ;  13  La.  Ann, 
249. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  appellee,  Parker,  executed  his  of- 
ficial bond  as  tax-collector  of  Clarke  county,  in  September,  1874^ 
conditioned  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties  in  such 
capacity.  This  bond  covered  the  entire  duration  of  his  official 
term,  including  the  years  1874,  '75,  '76,  and  '77.  He  also  exe- 
cuted, in  May,  1876,  an  additional  bond,  on  requisition  of  the 
grand  jury,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
This  covered  parts  of  the  two  years  1876  and  1877.  There  m 
one  surety  on  the  second  bond,  who  was  not  an  obligor  on  the 
first  bond.  Suits  were  instituted  on  each  bond  separately  ;  the 
assignments  of  breaches  being  identical  in  each  suit,  so  far,  at 
least,  as  the  obligations  of  the  two  instruments  were  commen- 
surate in  point  of  time.  Among  other  breaches  averred,  in  the 
first  action,  was  the  failure  of  Parker  to  account  for  the  taxes 
collected  by  him  for  the  State  during  the  years  1876  and  1877 
severally.     The  same  breaches  were  averred  in  the  action  on 
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the  second  bond.  The  jnry,  upon  the  trial  of  the  first  cause, 
rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  oi  the  defendants.  It  is  insisted 
that  the  jtidgment  on  this  verdict  operates^  in  the  second  suit,  as 
a  discharge,  not  only  of  the  principal,  Parker,  hut  also  of  his 
sureties  on  the  second  bond.  The  correctness  of  this  proposition 
is  the  question  presented  for  decision. 

A  contract  of  suretysliip  is  usually  defined  to  be  a  contract 
wliereby  one  person  engages  to  be  answerable  for  the  debt,  de- 
fault, or  miscarriage  oi  another. — Brandt  on  Suretyship,  §  1. 
In  Evans  v.  Kedand,  7  Ala.  36,  56,  it  was  said  to  be  "an  obli- 
gation accessorial  to  that  of  the  principal  debtor."  It  was  fur- 
ther observed  :  "  The  debt  is  due  from  the  principal,  and  the 
surety  is  merely  a  guarantor  for  its  payment.  A  corollary 
from  this  definition  is,  that  it  is  of  the  essence  of  such  a  con- 
tract Jthat  there  be  a  valid  obligation  of  the  debtor." — /J., 
Y  Ala.  46. 

The  general  rule,  touching  the  question  under  consideration, 
is  stated  by  Mr.  Brandt  to  be,  that  "  if  the  principal  is  dis- 
charged, because  of  matters  inherent  in  the  transaction,  even 
after  judgment  against  the  surety,  the  latter  will  be  exonerated 
thereby ;  and  he  cites  several  adjudged  cases  in  support  of  this 
view.  By  matters  inherent  in  the  transaction,  we  understand 
defenses  that  go  to  the  whole  consideration,  assailing  the  origi- 
nal validity  of  the  contract,  or  showing  its  subsequent  discharge 
by  performance,  release,  or  otherwise. — Wells'  Res  Adjudicatay 
p.  83,  §  88 ;  p.  90,  §  105.  There  are  certain  well-established  ex- 
ceptions to  this  rule.  Among  these  are  cases  where  the  princi- 
pal is  discharged  by  operation  of  law ;  as  in  case  of  bankruptcy, 
msolvency,  the  statute  of  non-clai7n,  and  the  like. — Gai^iett  v. 
Roper,  10  Ala.  842 ;  McBroom  v.  ^jovamor,  6  Port.  32 ;  Brandt 
on  Sur.  §  126.  This  exception  is  based  upon  the  reason,  that 
the  discharge,  being  by  operation  of  law,  is  without  the  consent 
or  procurement  of  the  creditor,  and,  therefore,  the  surety  ought 
not  to  be  discharged. — Phillips  v.  Wade,  66  Ala.  53;  Philips 
V.  Solomon.,  42  Ga.  192.  Another  exception  is,  where  the  in- 
validity of  the  contract  rests  on  some  ground  personal  to  the 
principal ;  as  coverture,  infancy,  or  other  like  disability. — Bean 
v.  Chapman,  62  Ala.  58 ;  Brandt  on  Sur.  §  128 ;  <St.  Allan'' s 
Bank  v.  Dillon,  30  Yt.  122;  Gale  v.  Wheelock,  109  Mass.  502. 

There  are  many  reported  cases  illustrative  of  the  principle 
under  discussion.  In  Gill  v.  Morris,  11  Heisk.  614(27  Amer. 
Rep.  744),  a  suit  was  instituted  against  a  surety,  for  a  sum  of 
money  loaned  to  his  principal  by  the  plaintiff,  in  Confederate 
money,  or  treasury-notes  of  the  late  government  of  the  Con- 
federate States.  The  surety  was  allowed  to  plead  successfully, 
in  bar  of  the  action,  a  judgment  discharging  the  principal  on 
account  of  the  adjudged  illegality  of  the  contract.     True,  the 
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parties  in  tlie  two  actions  not  being  the  same,  the  judgment  in 
the  former  case,  discharging  the  principal,  was,  as  to  the  surety, 
ares  inter  alios  acta ;  but  the  court  regarded  the  case  under  con- 
sideration as  an  established  exception  to  the  general  rule,  that 
the  estoppel  of  judgment  is  limited  to  parties  and  privies.  The 
decision  was  placed  on  the  broad  principle  of  the  common  law, 
that  whatever  operates  as  a  partial,  or  total  exoneration  of  the 
principal,  will  necessarily  have  the  same  effect  in  favor  of  the 
surety. 

In  Ames  v.  Maclay  (14  Iowa,  281),  an  action  was  brought 
against  a  sheriff  and  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond.  The  sure- 
ties pleaded  severally,  and  judgments  were  recovered  against 
them  alone.  Afterwards,  there  was  a  trial  of  the  cause  against 
the  principal  in  the  bond,  and  a  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  principal.  It  was  held,  that  equity  would  perpetually 
enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the  judgments  against  the  sureties ; 
which  was,  perhajDS,  carrying  the  rule  too  far,  in  view  of  the 
laches  of  the  sureties  in  failing  to  make  their  defense  in  due 
time  at  law.  The  decision  was  based  on  the  ground,  that  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  principal  extinguished  the  debt,  and 
"the  principal  thing  being  thus  destroyed,  the  incident  (the  ob- 
ligation of  the  surety)  is  destroyed  with  it."  A  similar  ruling 
was  made  in  Beall  v.  Cochran^  18  Ga.  38,  and  in  King  v.  Bald- 
win, 2  John.  Ch.  557. 

In  Brown  v.  Bradford,  30  Ga.  928,  the  sureties  of  a  sheriff 
were  allowed  to  avail  themselves  of  a  judgment  previously  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  their  principal,  in  another  suit,  to  which  they 
were  not  parties.  The  action  was  for  the  alleged  default  of 
the  sheriff' ;  and  the  court  say,  that  "  he  [the  sheriff]  was  not  in 
default  in  refusing  to  account  for  this  money,  after  there  was 
a  judgment  of  the  proper  court  that  he  had  already  accounted 
for  it  once,  and  was  not  bound  to  account  for  it  any  more." 

In  Dickson  v.  Bell,  13  La.  An.  249,  a  like  ruling  was  made, 
in  favor  of  the  sureties  of  an  administrator,  holding  that  they 
would  be  protected  by  a  judgment  rendered  in  a  different  ac- 
tion, in  favor  of  their  principal.  See,  also,  Jackson  v  Gi'isimld, 
4  Hill,  522;  Miller  v.  Gaskins,  1  Sm.,<fe  Mar.  (Ch.)  524;  Res 
Adjudicata  (Wells'),  p.  83,  §  88  ;  p.  90,  §  105 ;  Couch  v.  Wa/r- 
i/ng,  9  Conn.  261  ;I  Baker  v.  Kennett,  54  Mo.  82 ;  Patterson  v. 
Cave,  61  Mo.  439-;  Xane  v.  Young,  34  Pa.  St.  60. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  discharging  the  appel- 
lant, Parker,  in  the  first  action,  operated  to  discharge,  not  only 
.himself,  but  also  his  sureties  in  the  action  on  the  second,  or  ad- 
ditional bond.  The  liability  of  the  principal  being  adjudged 
not  to  exist,  the  liability  of  the  sureties  falls  with  its  extin- 
guishment. 

Tlie  proper  application  of  these  principles  compels  an  affirm- 
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ance  of  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  which  is  accord- 
ingly hereby  ordered. 
Affirmed. 


The  State,  ex  rel.  Tompkins  «?.  Stone. 

Application  for  Mandamus^  hy  Solicitor  against    County 

Treasurer. 

1.  Compensation  of  solicitor  in  Mobile,  under  special  statute. — Under 
the  special  statute  regulating  the  expenditures  of  Mobile  county,  ap- 
proved Februan.-  11th,  1843  (Sess.  Acts  1842-3,  p.  77) ;  the  second  sec- 
tion of  which  provides,  "  that  the  moneys  arising  from  fines  and  forfeit- 
ures shall  be  subject  to  a  charge  of  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  that 
shall  be  collected,  in  favor  of  the  solicitor  of  the  circuit,  in  consideration 
of  the  number  of  cases  in  which  costs  remain  uncollected,  and  in  consid- 
eration of  his  services  in  collecting  and  paying  the  same  to  the  county 
treasurer;"  the  solicitor  can  claim  compensation,  not  on  the  entire 
amount  of  fines  and  forfeitures  collected  and  paid  into  the  treasurj',  but 
only  on  the  amount  collected  and  paid  in  by  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Clarke. 

On  the  29th  October,  1881,  a  petition  was  filed  and  presented 
to  the  presiding  judge  of  the  Mobile  circuit  (Hon.  H.  T.  Toul- 
min),  in  the  name  of  the  State,  on  the  relation  of  John  R. 
Tompkins,  praying  a  mandamus  against  S.  Graham  Stone,  as 
county  treasurer  of  Mobile,  commanding  and  requiring  him,  as 
such  treasurer,  to  receive,  number  and  register  a  claim  held  by 
the  relator,  which  he  insisted  was  a  lawful  charge  on  the  fine 
and  forfeiture  fund  of  the  county  in  the  hands  of  said  Stone  as 
treasurer.  The  petition  alleged,  that  the  relator  was  duly  elected 
and  qualified  as  the  solicitor  of  the  circuit  which  included  the 
county  of  Mobile,  and  discharged  the  duties  of  the  office  from 
June,  1877,  to  December,  1880;  that  during  that  period  "there 
was  collected  and  paid,  for  the  use  of  the  Fine  and  Forfeiture 
Fund  of  said  county,  moneys  arising  from  fines  and  forfeitures 
on  convictions  obtained  where  petitioner  prosecuted  in  the 
Criminal  Court  of  said  county,  a  lar»e  sum  of  money,  to-wit: 
the  sum  of  $18,645,  and  more ;  for  which  petitioner  claims  that 
he  is  entitled  by  law  to  five  per  cent.,  to-wit :  the  sum  of  $932.25, 
against  the  Fine  and  Forfeiture  Fund  of  said  county,  under  the 
provisions  of  an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Alabama,  en- 
titled '  An  act  to  regulate  the  expenditures  of  the  county  of 
Mobile,  and  for  other  purposes '  (Acts  of  1843,  pp^7-8),  which 
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act  has  never  been  repealed."  The  petition  alleged,  also,  that 
there  was  no  proper  officer  to  whom  this  claim  could  be  pre- 
sented, the  office  of  county  treasurer  in  Mobile  having  been 
abolished,  until  the  office  was  again  established  by  the  statute 
approved  March  1st,  1881,  and  S.  Graham  Stone  was  appointed 
and  qualified  as  county  treasurer  under  its  provisions ;  that  the 
claim  was  presented  to  the  county  commissioners  on  the  1-lth 
December,  1880,  accompanied  with  a  tabulated  statement  show- 
ing the  cases  from  which  the  moneys  arose,  and  duly  verified 
by  affidavit,  and  was  by  them  rejected ;  that  the  claim  was  pre- 
sented in  June,  1881,  to  the  said  county  treasurer,  ''whose duty 
it  was  and  is  to  receive  and  disburse  the  said  fund,  and  to  num- 
ber, register,  and  pay  all  claims,  in  the  order  in  which  they  are 
presented, — presentation,  numbering  and  registration  being  a 
condition  precedent  to  their  payment,"  and  that  said  Stone  re- 
fused to  receive,  number,  or  register  the  claim.  Wherefore,  a 
manda'mus  was  prayed,  &c. 

On  the  filing  of  this  petition,  a  rule  7iisi  was  made  and  granted 
by  Judge  Toulmin ;  and  the  defendant  appeared,  in  answer  to 
the  rule,  and  demurred  to  the  petition.  One  of  the  causes  of  de- 
murrer specially  assigned  was,  "  that  said  petition  does  not  allege 
or  show  that  any  of  the  fines  and  forfeitures  therein  mentioned 
were  collected  and  paid  to  the  county  of  Mobile,  or  to  the 
treasurer  of  said  county,  by  the  relator,  said  John  R.  Tomp- 
kins." The  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and,  the  relator 
declining  to  amend,  rendered  final  judgment  dismissing  the  pe- 
tition at  his  costs.  The  judgment  on  the  demurrer  is  now  as- 
signed as  error. 

C.  J.  ToRREY,  and  John  R.  Tompkixs,  for  appellant. 

Wm.  G.  Jones,  contra.     (No  briefs  on  file.) 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  claim  of  the  relator  is  founded  on 
the  second  section  of  an  act  approved  February  11th,  1843,  en- 
titled "An  act  to  regulate  the  expenditures  of  Mobile  county, 
and  for  other  purposes"  (Pamph.  Acts  1842-3,  p.  77),  which 
reads  as  follows :  "  That  the  moneys  arising  from  fines  and  for- 
feitures shall  be  subject  to  a  charge  of  five  per  cent.,  on  the 
amount  that  shall  be  collected,  in  favor  of  the  solicitor  of  the 
circuit  to  which  the  county  of  Mobile  may  be  attached,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  number  of  cases  in  which  the  costs  remain  un- 
collected, and  in  consideration  of  his  services  in  collecting  and 
paying  the  same  to  the  county  treasurer."  The  collection  of 
fines  and  forfeitures  was  not  an  official  duty  of  the  solicitor, 
and  authority  to  collect  them  was  given  only  to  the  officers  of 
court  in  which  judgment  for  them  was  rendered,  whose  duty  it 
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was  to  pay  them  to  the  county  treasurer. — Clay's  Dig.  249,  §  10. 
The  act  under  consideration  confers  on  the  solicitor  authority 
to  collect  lines  and  forfeitures, — an  authority  not  exclusive,  but 
cumulative  to  that  of  the  sheriff  or  clerk, — and  compensates  him 
for  the  services  rendered  in  collecting  and  paying  to  the  count}' 
treasurer.  The  reason  assigned  in  the  act,  for  conferring  the 
authority  and  allowing  the  compensation  to  the  solicitor  of  the 
circuit  to  which  the  county  of  IVTobile  is  attached  (a  special  au- 
thority, and  special  compensation,  confined  to  that  county),  is, 
"  the  number  of  cases  in  which  costs  remain  uncollected."  But 
the  statute  limits  the  compensation,  nevertheless,  to  services 
rendered  in  collecting  and  paying  over  the  fines  and  forfeitures 
to  the  county  treasurer.  If  the  service  is  not  rendered,  the 
compensation  is  not  allowed,  though  fines  and  forfeitures  arise 
from  services  rendered  by  the  solicitor  in  his  representation  of 
the  State  in  the  courts.  For  such  representation,  the  statutes 
provide  other  compensation,  and  the  mode  of  its  payment. 

"The  invariable  test,  by  which  the  right  of  a  party  applying 
for  a  mandamus  is  determined,  is  to  inquire,  first,  whether  he 
has  a  clear,  legal  right ;  and  if  he  has,  then,  secondly,  whether 
there  is  any  other  adequate  remedy  to  which  he  can  resort." 
Withers  v.  State^  36  Ala.  252.  The  relator  does  not  aver  that 
he  collected  and  paid  to  the  county  treasurer  any  of  the  tines 
upon  the  amount  of  which  he  claims  the  compensation  of 
five  per-centum.  It  is  not  shown  that  he  has  rendered  the  ser- 
vices the  statute  compensates.  Not  showing  that  he  has  a  legal 
claim  upon  the  Fine  and  Forfeiture  Fund,  the  county  treasurer 
properly  refused  to  register  the  claim  presented. 

As  this  conclusion  is  decisive  of  the  case,  we  do  not  deem 
it  necessary  to  enter  on  a  consideration  of  the  other  questions 
which  have  l)een  argued  by  counsel  Let  the  judgment  be 
atiirmed. 


Anderson  v.  The  State. 

Indietment  foi'  Illegal    Voting. 

1.  Illegal  voting;  di^ranchisement  by  conviction  o/larcentf. — The  con- 
stitutional provision  which  disfranchises  all  persons  who ''shall  have 
been  convicted  of  treason,  embezzlement  of  public  funds,  malfeasance  in 
office,  larceny,  briber)',  or  other  crime  punishable  bv  imprisonment  in 
the  peniteutiarj' "  (Art.  viii,  $3),  while  it  applies  to  all  felonies  not  sf>e- 
cifically  named,  includes  all  grades  of  larceny,  or  other  offenses  particu- 
larly named,  whether  felonies  or  misilemeaiiors ;  consequently  a  persoa 
convicted  of  petit  larceny  is  disfranchised  and  disqualifii^  as  a'  voter. 
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From  the  City  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  betore  the  Hon.  O.  J.  Semmes. 

The  defendant  in  this  case,  "Wash,  Anderson,  was  indicted 
for  illegal  voting;  the  indictment  charging  that,  "having  been 
duly  convicted  and  sentenced  for  the  offense  of  petit  larceny 
in  this  State,  he  knowingly  and  willfully  voted  at  the  last  gen- 
eral election  held  in  this  State  on  the  first  Tueseday  after  the 
first  Monday  in  November,  A.  D.  1882."  There  was  a  demur- 
rer to  the  indictment,  on  the  ground  that  a  conviction  of  petit 
larceny  did  not  disqualify  a  person  as  a  voter ;  and  the  demur- 
rer being  overruled,  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty.  The 
same  question  was  presented  by  a  request  for  instructions  to  the 
jury,  which  were  refused,  exceptions  being  duly  reserved  to 
their  refusal. 

F.  G.  Brombeeg.  for  appellant, — The  constitutional  provi- 
sion perpetually  disfranchising  a  citizen  is  highly  penal, — Ex 
parte  Dorsey,  7  Porter,  293 ;  Cummings  v.  Missouri,  4  Wall. 
177.  Like  other  penal  laws,  therefore,  it  must  be  strictly  con- 
strued.— Bettis  V.  Taylor,  8  Porter,  564;  Gimter  v.  JLeckey, 
30  Ala.  597 ;  Smith  v.  Causey,  22  Ala.  568.  This  provision, 
and  the  18th  section  of  the  4th  article,  specifying  the  causes 
which  disqualify  a  person  to  hold  office,  are  inpari  materia,  and 
must  be  construed  in  connection  with  each  other ;  and  thus 
construed,  "larceny  or  other  crime  punishable  by  imprison- 
ment in  the  penitentiary,"  as  used  in  the  former,  is  synonymous 
with  "other  infamous  crime,"  as  used  in  the  latter.  At  com- 
mon law,  all  felonies  were  infamous,  and  larceny  was  a  felony ; 
but,  under  our  statutes,  a  felony  is  an  offense  which  may  be 
punished  by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  and  petit  larce- 
ny is  not  a  felony.  Convictions  of  bribery,  perjury,  forgery, 
"  or  other  high  crimes  or  misdemeanors,"  have  been  causes  of 
disfranchisement  since  the  constitution  of  1819  was  adopted. 
All  the  crimes  enumerated  as  the  causes  of  disfranchisement, 
except  larceny,  are  offenses  of  a  public  nature,  striking  at  the 
integrity  of  elections,  or  the  1/fe  of  the  State,  or  are  violations 
of  public  trusts,  or  usurpations  and  oppressions  by  public  ser- 
vants, or  high  offenses  against  persons.  Larceny  alone  is  an  of- 
fense against  property,  and  no  reason  can  be  assigned  for  sub- 
jecting petit  larceny  to  the  same  severe  punishment  affixed  to 
these  grave  offenses.  In  a  very  large  proportion  of  cases,  petit 
larceny  is  the  crime  of  youthful  persons ;  and  it  never  could 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  constitution,  by 
affixing  this  unusually  severe  punishment, — extending  through 
the  whole  life  of  the  offender,  and  branding  him  with  a  mark 
which  can  not  be  obliterated, — to  cut  off  all  hope  of  reforma- 
tion, and  forever  bar  him  from  attaining  the  full  rights  and 
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privileges  of  citizenship.  The  use  of  the  word  other ^  before 
the  general  term  "  crime  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the 
penitentiary,"  shows  that  tne  particular  crime  which  disquali- 
nes  is  that  which  is  punislied  by  such  imprisonment. — BiLsh  v. 
The  State,  IS  Ala.  415;  Macomber's  case,  3.  Mass.  257. 

H.  C.  To3krPKiN8,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

STONE,  J. — The  constitution  of  Alabama  declares,  that  per- 
sons convicted  of  certain  enumerated  crimes  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  register,  vote,  or  hold  otiice. — Art.  8,  §  3.  Among 
the  crimes  thus  enumerated  is  larceny.  It  is  not  denied,  in 
this  case,  that  the  defendant  had  been  convicted  of  larceny 
since  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1875,  and  that  he  af- 
terwards registered,  and  voted  at  the  general  election  held  in 
November,  1882.  The  precise  ground  of  defense  urged  in  the 
court  below,  and  renewed  here,  was,  and  is,  that  the  offense  of 
which  he  had  been  convicted  was  petit  larceny,  and,  under  our 
statutes,  not  a  felony. 

We  do  not  think  there  is  anything  in  this  objection.  The 
provision  of  the  constitution  makes  no  exception,  and  we  do 
not  feel  at  Uberty  to  engraft  one  upon  it.  Larceny  is  larceny, 
whether  grand  or  petit ;  and  we  fail  to  perceive  that  the  value 
of  the  thing  stolen,  whether  a  shade  above  or  a  shade  below  the 
dividing  line,  can  enter  into  its  moral  criminality.  The  ani- 
nimfurandi  determines  the  moral  aspects  of  the  question. 

We  can  not  assent  to  the  proposition,  that  "  the  use  of  the 
word  'other,'  before  the  generic  term  'crime  punishable  by  im- 
prisonment in  the  penitentiary,'  shows  that  the  particular  crime 
of  larceny,  which  disqualifies,  is  that  larceny  which  is  punished 
by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary."  If  that  construction  be 
sound,  then  the  principle  must  equally  apply  to  the  other 
clauses,  "  malfeasance  in  office,"  and  "  bribery."  Some  grades 
of  these  are  not  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary ; 
yet  we  think  the  intention  was  to  visit  disfranchisement  on  ev- 
ery grade  of  these  offenses.  Moreover,  if  the  intention  had 
been  to  disfranchise  only  convicted  felons,  it  would  have  been 
much  easier  to  employ  that  general  and  comprehensive  term. 

The  judgment  of  the  City  Court  is  affirmed. 
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Russell  V.  Beasley, 

Bill  in  Eiiuity  for  Partition  of  Lands. 

1.  Partition  of  lands  in  equity;  tvhen  decreed. — To  sustain  a  bill  in  eq- 
uity for  the  partition  of  lands,  the  complainant  must  allege,  and  prove  if 
denied,  an  undivided  interest  in  the  lands,  jointly  or  in  common  with 
the  defendant ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  title  in  severalty  to  a  dis- 
tinct portion. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham, 

David  P.  Lewis,  for  appellants. 

Brandon  &  Jones,  contra. 

SOMERYILLE,  J.— We  fully  concur  with  the  chancellor 
that  the  present  bill  is  not  sustained  by  the  proof.  The 
suit  is  one  for  the  partition  of  lands  claimed  to  be  owned  by 
the  appellants,  as  joint  owners,  or  tenants  in.  common,  with  the 
appellee,  Beasley.  The  case  made  by  the  allegations  of  the 
bill  presents  an  undoubted  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction. 
It  is  required  of  the  complainants,  however,  that  they  should 
show  a  clear  title  to  an  univided  interest  in  the  lands  sought  to 
be  partitioned. — Arnett  v.  Bailey,  60  Ala.  435 ;  Horton  v. 
Sledge,  29  Ala.  478 ;  Orinond  v.  Martin,  37  Ala.  598. 

The  evidence  fails  to  show  any  estate  in  Gommon  between  the 
complainants  and  the  defendant  in  the  suit,  either  by  way  of  a 
joint  tenancy,  or  a  tenancy  in  common.  It  avails  nothing  to 
prove  title  to  a  distinct  portion  of  the  land  proposed  to  be  par- 
titioned, for  the  essence  of  the  estate  in  common,  necessary  to 
be  here  shown,  is  that  the  tenants  should  "  own  undivided  parts, 
and  occu|3y  promiscuously,  because  neither  knows  his  own  sev- 
eralty."—Walker's  Amer.  Law  (5th  Ed.),  p.  311. 

The  evidence  offered  by  complainants  may  tend  to  prove  ti- 
tle to  one  hundred  and  forty  acres  of  the  three  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  in  controversy ;  but  the  defendant  also  sets  up  an 
exclusive  claim  to  the  same  tract,  and  the  proof  is  strong  in 
support  of  his  adverse  possession  of  it  for  such  length  of  time 
as  to  make  good  his  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
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We  place  the  decision  of  the  case,  however,  upon  the  first 
point,  which  is  the  one  upon  which  tlie  chancellor  seems  to 
have  based  his  decree. 

Affirmed. 


Beason  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Bape,  arid  for  Carnal  Knowledge  w  Alntse  of 
Female  Child. 

1.  Sufficiency  of  indictment;  joinder  of  offenses;  election  by  prosecution. 
In  an  indictment  for  rape,  and  for  the  statutory  offense  of  having  carnal 
knowledge  of  a  female  child  under  ten  years  of  age,  or  the  abuse  of  such 
child  in  the  attempt  to  have  carnal  knowledge  of  her  (Code,  ^  4304, 
4306),  it  is  suflBcient  to  pursue  the  statutory  forms  (Nos.  7,  8,  p.  992) ; 
the  offenses  may  be  joined,  in  different  counts,  in  the  same  indictment ; 
and  the  State  can  not  be  compelled  to  elect  on  which  count  it  will  pro- 
ceed, when  the  evidence  on  the  trial  discloses  that  the  female  was  over 
ten  years  of  age  when  the  offense  was  committed. 

2.  Competency  of  juror. — A  juror  is  not  subject  to  challenge  for  cause, 
merely  because  he  has  formed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
the  accused,  which  may  be  changed  by  the  evidence:  he  is  disqualified, 
only  "when  he  has  a  fixed  opinion  which  would  bias  his  verdict." 
(Code,  §4881.) 

3.  Competency  of  child  as  witness. — A  child,  between  eleven  and 
twelve  years  of  age,  being  offered  as  a  witness  in  this  case,  and  l)eing 
examined  by  the  court  to  test  her  competency,  "  manifested  an  entire 
want  of  instruction  as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of  an  oath,  of  all  religious 
training,  and  utter  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  a  Supreme  Being,  the 
re  warder  of  truth  and  the  avenger  of  falsehood;"  saymg  that  she  had 
never  heard  of  God,  heaven  or  hell,  and  did  not  know  that  she  would  be 
punished,  if  she  swore  falsely,  otherwise  than  by  being  put  in  jail.  Held, 
that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  her  to  testify  as  a  witness. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Marshall. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Leroy  F.  Box. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  was  found  at  the  April  term  of 
said  court,  1882,  and  contained  two  counts ;  the  first  charging, 
that  the  defendant,  Andrew  Beason,  "before  the  finding  of 
this  indictment,  forcibly  ravished  Virginia  Beard,  a  female;'' 
and  the  second,  that  he  "did  carnally  know,  or  abuse  in  the 
attempt  to  carnally  know,  Virginia  Beard,  a  female  under  the 
age  01  ten  years.  On  his  trial,  having  been  duly  arraigned, 
the  defendant  moved  to  quash  the  indictment,  "  because  it  was 
vague  and  indefinite,  and  charged  against  him  two  separate  and 
distinct  offenses,  and  therefore  he  is  unable  to  plead  to  said  in- 
dictment, because  of  its  duplicity  and  uncertainty ; "  and  this 
motion  being  overruled,  he  then  denmrred  to  the  indictment, 
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'•'  assigning  the  same  grounds  of  demurrer  as  set  forth  in  the 
said  motion  to  quash."  The  court  overruled  the  demurrer  also,, 
and  the  defendant  then  pleaded  not  guilty ;  having  reserved 
exceptions  to  the  overruling  of  his  motion  and  demurrer. 

On  the  trial,  during  the  selection  and  organization  of  the 
jury,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  "  the  defendant  pro- 
pounded questions,  through  his  counsel,  to  J.  W.  Wedgeworth, 
one  of  said  jurors,  tending  to  show  his  incompetency  as  a 
juror,  because  of  opinions  formed  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence 
of  the  defendant ;  and  asked  said  Wedgeworth,  if  the  opinion 
he  had  formed  was  of  such  nature  as  to  require  proof  to  re- 
move it  from  his  mind ;  to  which  question  said  Wedgeworth 
replied,  that  his  opinion  was  of  such  character  that  it  would 
require  evidence  to  remove  it  from  his  mind.  The  court  then 
proceeded  to  ask  said  Wedgeworth  the  questions  set  forth  in 
the  Code;  and  when  asked  by  the  court,  if  he  had  a  fixed 
opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant  which, 
would  bias  his  verdict,  he  answered,  iVb.  The  defendant  chal- 
lenged said  juror  for  cause,  under  his  answers  to  the  said  ques- 
tions propounded  to  him  ;  which  challenge  the  court  overruled, 
and  called  on  the  defendant  to  pass  on  said  juror,  and  the  de- 
fendant declining  to  say  further  in  respect  to  said  juror,  the 
court  directed  said  Wedgeworth  to  take  his  place  as  a  juror ; 
to  which  ruling  and  action  of  the  court  the  defendant  then  and 
there  excepted." 

During  the  progress  of  the  trial,  it  appeared  from  the  testi- 
mony of  the  father  of  said  Yirginia  Beard,  and  of  other  wit- 
nesses for  the  State,  that  the  said  Virginia  M^as,  at  the  time  of 
the  commission  of  the  alleged  offense,  eleven  years  and  four 
months  old;  "whereupon,  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to 
require  the  solicitor  to  elect  upon  which  count  of  the  indict- 
ment he  would  proceed  ;  which  motion  was  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  the  defendant  then  and  there  excepted." 

When  said  Virginia  Beard  was  introduced  as  a  witness  for 
the  State,  "the  defendant  objected  to  her  competency  and  ca- 
pacity as  a  witness ;  and  the  court  thereupon  proceeded  to  ex- 
amine and  interrogate  her,  as  to  her  responsibility  if  she  swore 
falsely.  Said  Virginia  stated,  that  she  would  be  put  in  jail  if 
she  swore  falsely,  but  that  was  all  that  would  be  done  with  her. 
When  asked  by  the  court,  what  would  become  of  her,  if  she 
swore  falsely,  when  she  died,  she  replied,  '^  I  will  go  to  rest? 
The  court  asked  her,  if  she  would  not  be  punished  by  God  for 
false  swearing ;  and  she  ansNvered,  '  No.^  The  court  asked  her, 
whether  she  had  ever  heard  of  heaven  or  hell ;  and  she  an- 
swered, '  iVb,  she  had  noV  The  court  asked  her,  whether  she 
had  ever  heard  of  God  or  the  devil ;  and  she  answered,  '  iVb.' 
The  State's  attorney  asked  her,  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  if 
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wicked  people  would  not  be  punished  bv  God  when  thej  died ; 
and  .«;lie  answered,  '  Xo,  they  icent  to  rest^  Said  attorney  asked 
her,  if  she  knew  right  from  wrong ;  and  she  answered,  that 
she  did.  He  then  asked  her,  if  it  was  right  or  wrong  to  swear 
a  lie;  to  wliich  she  answered,  that  it  was  wrong,  and  that  she 
would  be  punished  if  she  swore  a  lie — that  she  would  be  put 
in  the  jail-house,  and  would  be  sent  to  the  penitentiar}-."  The 
witness  was  examined  at  greater  length,  but  the  above  is  the 
substance  of  her  examination.  The  defendant  objected  to  her 
competency  and  caj)acity  as  a  witness,  and  duly  reserved  excep- 
tions to  the  overruling  of  his  several  objections. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  appellant  in  this  court,  so  far  as 
the  record  and  dockets  show ;  and  there  is  no  brief  on  file. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

BIIICKELL,  C.  J. — Each  count  of  the  indictment  is  in  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  Code;  the  first  charging  the  offense  of 
rape,  and  the  second  that  of  carnal  knowledge  of  a  female 
child  under  ten  yeai"s  of  age,  or,  in  the  alternative,  the  abuse 
of  such  child  in  the  attempt  to  have  carnal  knowledge  of  her! 
Code,  §§  4304,  4306 ;  Forms  7  and  8,  p.  992.  The  offenses  are 
of  the  same  character,  and  subject  to  the  same  punishment ; 
and  they  may  be  joined,  in  different  counts,  in  the  same  indict- 
ment. The  motion  to  quash,  and  the  demurrer  to  the  indict- 
ment, were  properly  overruled.  Nor  was  there  any  ground  for 
compelling  the  State  to  elect  the  prosecution  of  the  one  offense, 
to  the  exclusion  of  the  other. — Dawkins  v.  Tfie  State^ 
58  Ala.  376. 

2.  The  juror  AVedgeworth  was  not  subject  to  challenge  for 
cause.  It  is  not  the  mere  formation  of  an  opinion  touching 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused,  which  disqualifies  a  juror. 
The  statute  dis(|ualifies  him  only  when  he  has  a  fixed  opinion, 
which  would  bias  his  verdict.  An  opinion,  no  matter  how 
formed,  or  upon  what  it  may  be  based,  that  is  not  fixed,  that 
may  be  changed  by  the  evidence,  that  will  not  bias  the  verdict, 
will  not  disijualify. — Car8on  v.  State^  50  Ala.  134;  Bales 
V.  State,  63  Ala.  30. 

3.  The  child  injured,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  was  above 
the  age  of  eleven  years ;  and  being  offered  as  a  witness,  the 
defendant  objected  to  her  competency.  To  ascertain  her  ca- 
pacity, she  was  exan'iined  by  the  court,  and  by  counsel,  in  the 
presence,  and  under  the  direction  of  the  court.  While  it  can 
not  be  said  that  she  manifested  a  want  of  understanding  com- 
mon to  children  of  her  years,  yet  she  manifested  an  entire  want 
of  instruction  as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of  an  oath,  of  all  re- 
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ligious  training,  and  utter  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  a  Su- 
preme Being,  "  the  rewarder  of  truth  and  the  avenger  of  false- 
nood."  While  we  agree  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Wade 
V.  State,  50  Ala.  164,  that  in  passing  upon  the  capacity  of 
children  of  tender  years  to  testify,  much  must  be  left  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  primary  court,  and  that  it  is  only  in 
strong  cases  the  ruling  of  the  court  admitting  them  as  witnesses 
should  be  reversed,  we  are  constrained  by  the  later  case  of 
Carter  v.  State,  63  Ala.  52,  to  hold  the  child  incompetent,  and 
that  it  was  error  to  permit  her  to  testify. 

Let  the  judgment  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  ;  the 
prisoner  will  remain  in  custody,  until  discharged  by  due  course 
of  law. 


Po\^^ell  V.  The  State. 

Indictment  f(yr  Grand  Larceny. 

1.  Disqualification  of  infamous  person  as  vntness.—^A.  conviction  of  an 
infamous  offense  disqualifies  a  person  as  a  witness,  but  the  mere  finding 
of  a  true  bill  against  liim  does  not  have  that  effect. 

Fkom  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  was  indicted  for  the  larceny  of  an 
ox,  the  personal  property  of  Peter  Monk ;  pleaded  not  guilty, 
and  was  tried  on  issue  joined  on  that  plea.  On  the  trial,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  one  George  Strawbridge  be- 
ing introduced  as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  "the  defend- 
ant objected  to  his  examination  as  a  witness,  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  been  indicted  for  grand  larceny,  and  read  to  the  court 
the  indictment  therefor,  then  pending  in  said  court  and  undeter- 
mined, against  said  witness."  The  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion, and  permitted  the  witness  to  be  examined ;  and  this  rul- 
ing is  the  only  matter  presented  by  the  bill  of  exceptions. 

No  counsel  appeared  in  this  court  for  the  defendant,  so  far 
as  the  record  and  dockets  show. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

STONE,  J. — It  requires  conviction  of  an  infamous  crime  to 
disqualify  a  witness.  The  finding  of  a  true  bill  against  him  is 
not  enough.— 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  375;  Clark's  Cr.  Manual,  §  2437. 

T^iio   "1  n  rl  rctn  on  f  io   oflrirmorl 


The  judgment  is  affirmed 
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Indictment  for  Grand  Larceny^  and  Burglary. 

1.  Averment  of  ownership  of  property. — In  an  indictment  for  burglary, 
where  the  house  broken  into  and  entered  belongs  to  several  partners, 
joint  owners,  or  tenants  in  common  (Code,  ^  4800 ;  Sess.  Acts,  1878--9,  p. 
46),  the  ownership  may  be  laid  in  any  one  or  more  of  them. 

2.  Misnomer;  admission  implied  from  silence. — Issue  being  joined  on 
the  plea  of  misnomer  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  com|>etent  for  the  prosecu- 
tion to  prove,  as  an  implied  admission  by  the  defendant,  that  he  was  ar- 
raigned and  tried  in  the  mayor's  court  by  the  same  name  alleged  in  the 
indictment,  without  interposing  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  misnomer. 

3.  Same;  relevancy  of  evidence  as  to  custom  or  usage. — On  the  trial  of 
such  issue,  the  alleged  misnomer  being  in  the  surname  of  the  defendant, 
who  was  a  young  mulatto  l>oy,  and  whose  mother,  testifying  as  a  witness 
for  him,  was  called  by  the  surname  of  her  former  owner,  and  stated  that 
his  name  was  also  the  same,  as  alleged  in  his  plea ;  evidence  of  the  fact 
that,  "  after  the  war,  negroes  took  their  surnames  from  their  former 
owners  or  masters,  and  negro  children  were  called  by  the  name  of  their 
mother's  former  owner  or  master,"  has  no  legitimate  tendency  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  thus  acquired  his  surname,  and  is  not  relevant  or  ad- 
missible evidence  for  him. 

4.  Sufficiency  of  evidence,  and  charge  as  to  conflict. — If  the  jurj*  enter- 
tain a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  any  material  fact  con- 
stituting a  part  of  the  testimony  in  a  criminal  case,  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  that  doubt,  however  small  may  be  its  influence; 
but  this  principle  does  not  extend  to  a  conflict  in  the  testimony  of  two 
witnesses  as  to  a  collateral  and  immaterial  matter. 

5.  As  to  presumption  implied  from  failure  to  call  witness. — There  is  no 
rule  of  law  which  requires  that,  in  cases  of  larceny  or  burglary,  based  on 
circumstantial  evidence,  the  person  who  last  had  the  rightfid  or  innocent 
possession  of  the  stolen  proi>erty  must  be  examined  as  a  witness  for  the 
prosecution,  or  raises  a  presumption  favorable  to  the  defendant's  in- 
nocence from  the  failure  to  examine  such  i)er8on  as  a  witness. 

6.  Possession  of  stolen  goods  hy  accused. — Possession  of  stolen  goods 
by  the  accused,  even  though  unexplained  and  exclusive,  does  not  au- 
thorize the  inference  of  his  complicity  in  the  larceny  or  burglary  charged, 
unless  it  is  also  recent,  or  s<xm  after  the  commission  of  the  ofiense :  and 
while  the  word  recent,  in  this  connection,  is  not  capable  of  any  exact 
definition,  but  varies,  within  a  certain  range,  with  the  conditions  of  each 
particular  case,  and  though  there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  court  may, 
as  matter  of  law,  pronounce  the  jK>8ses8ion  recent;  yet  the  question  is 
usually  one  of  fact  for  the  determmation  of  the  jurj',  and  a  charge  which 
ignores  it,  or  withdraws  it  from  their  consideration,  is  erroneous.  (Over- 
ruhng  Maynard  v.  The  State,  46  Ala.  85.) 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 
Tried  before  tlie  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  contained  two  counts ;  the  first 
charging,  that  the  defendant,  "Dixie  White,  before  the  finding 
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of  tliis  indictment,  broke  into  and  entered  the  dwelling-house 
of  Ben.  Matthews,  with  intent  to  steal ; "  and  the  second,  that 
he  "  unlawfully  and  feloniously  took  and  carried  away  a  watch, 
of  the  value  of  over  twenty-live  dollars,  the  property  of  Ben. 
Matthews."  The  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement  on  account 
of  an  alleged  misnomer,  averring  that  his  true  name  was  Dixie 
Wyohe^  and  that  he  never  had  been  known  or  called  by  the 
name  of  Dixie  White  y  and  issue  was  joined  on  this  plea. 
"On  the  trial  of  the  plea  of  misnomer,"  as  the  bill  of  exception& 
states,  "  the  defendant  proved  by  Parthenia  AVyche,  that  she 
was  his  mother,  and  lie  was  named  Dixie  AVyciie ;  that  she  was 
a  slave  before  the  war,  and  belonged  to  Dr.  A.  Wyche,  nnd  in 
this  way  her  son  obtained  the  name  of  Wyche.  Ed.  J.  Mastin, 
Wm.  Street,  and  other  witnesses  for  the  State,  testified  that 
they  had  known  the  defendant  for  several  years,  as  Dixie 
White ;  and  said  Mastin  stated,  that  he  had  known  the  defend- 
ant to  be  arraigned  and  tried  in  the  mayor's  court  of  the  city 
of  Huntsville,  by  the  name  of  Dixie  White.  To  this  evidence  of 
said  Mastin  the  defendant  objected,  but  the  court  overruled  the 
objection,  and  the  defendant  duly  excepted.  On  cross-exami- 
nation, Thos.  C.  Barclay,  a  witness  for  the  State,  testified  that 
lie  lived  in  Marshall  and  Madison  counties,  Alabama,  for  many 
years  before  the  war,  and  in  one  of  said  counties  ever  since  the 
war ;  and  the  defendant  then  offered  to  prove  by  said  witness, 
that  after  the  war  negroes  took  their  surnames  from  their  for- 
mer owners  or  masters,  and  that  negro  children  were  called  by 
the  name  of  their  mother's  former  master  or  owner.  The  court 
excluded  this  evidence,  on  objection  by  the  State,  and  the  de- 
fendant duly  excepted.  The  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  for  the 
State  on  the  plea  of  misnomer,  and  the  defendant  then  pleaded 
not  guilty." 

"  On  the  trial,  Ben.  Matthews^  a  witness  for  the  State,  testi- 
fied that,  in  April,  1881,  he  and  William  Halsey  jointly  rented 
and  occupied  a  room  over  Schaudies'  boot-store  in  Iluutsville, 
from  Isham  J,  Fennel! ;  that  he  and  Ilalsey  each  had  a  key  to 
said  room ;  that  said  room  was  broken  into  during  said  month, 
and  a  watch  was  taken  from  a  trunk  in  the  room,  and  that  he 
recovered  the  watch  shortly  afterwards ;  and  said  witness  pro- 
duced and  identified  the  watch,  and  described  how  the  door  was 
broken  opeu.  Fred.  Howe,  a  witness  for  the  State,  testified  that 
he  was  a  jeweller  in  Huntsville ;  that  in  April,  1881,  a  tall, 
yellow  man  came  into  his  store,  accompanied  by  the  defendant, 
and  handed  the  said  watch  to  witness,  and  asked  if  it  was  gold ; 
saying  that,  if  there  was  anything  wrong  about  it, — that  he  was 
talking  about  buying  it  from  the  defendant.  Thereupon,  de- 
fendant said,  '  You  are  a  liar ;  you  asked  me  to  show  you  a 
jeweller's  shop,  and  1  came  with  you.'     Witness  identified  the 
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watch  as  the  one  produced  by  said  Matthews,  and  vahied  it  at 
$32 ;  did  not  know  the  tall,  yellow  man  ;  sent  for  a  policeman, 
and  defendant  was  at  once  arrested  at  his  store.  Hent'y  Ham- 
lin^ colored,  a  witness  for  the  State,  identified  the  watch  as  one 
which  he  saw  the  defendant  trying  to  sell  on  the  day  of  his  ar- 
rest, at  the  United  States  court-house  in  Huntsville,  and  testi- 
fied that  the  defendant  left  the  watch  with  one  William  Miller, 
colored ;  that  said  Miller  was  goint(  around  trying  to  sell  the 
watch,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant ;  that  the  defendant 
claiuied  the  watch,  and  was  asking  $5.00  for  it  before  he  left  it 
with  Miller,  and  was  trying  to  sell  it  to  a  tall,  yellow  colored 
man,  with  round  shoulders,  who  was  a  stranger.  Said  Milhr^ 
colored,  a  witness  for  the  State,  identified  saicl  watch  as  one  that 
the  defendant  had  at  the  United  States  court-house,  but  said  that 
the  defendant  did  not  leave  it  with  him,  and  that  he  did  not  go 
around  trying  to  sell  it ;  that  he  met  the  defendant  at  the  depot, 
on  the  day  before  the  watch  was  seen  by  hira  at  the  court-house, 
and  defendant  then  had  the  watch.  Mr.  Goodwin^  a  witness 
for  the  State,  testified  that  he  was  at  the  defendant's  preliminary 
trial,  on  the  day  of  his  arrest,  in  April,  1881  ;  that  one  of  the 
witnesses  for  the  jjrosecution  was  a  tall,  yellow  man,  with  round 
shoulders,  named  Hashaw,  who  was  a  stranger  in  Huntsville, 
and  was  then  attending  the  United  States  court  as  a  witness. 
The  defendant  objected  to  all  of  this  evidence  about  Hashaw, 
as  irrelevant  and  illegal;  and  the  objection  being  overruled  by 
the  court,  the  defendant  duly  excepted.  Williayn  Ilahey, 
mentioned  by  said  Matthews,  was  sworn  as  a  witness  for  the 
State,  and  was  put  under  the  rule,  but  was  not  examined.  This 
•was  all  the  evidence." 

"The  court,  in  its  general  charge  to  the  jury,  said,  that  'it 
was  sufficient  to  allege  the  house  entered  to  be  the  dwelling- 
house  of  Ben.  Matthews,  and  that  although  the  evidence  might 
show  it  was  also  the  dwelling-house  of  William  Halsey,  the  jury 
could  convict,  because  it  was  only  necessary,  in  cases  of  larceny 
or  burglary,  to  allege  and  prove  one  of  two  or  more  joint 
owners.'  To  this  part  of  the  charge  the  defendant  duly  excepted. 
The  court  charged  the  jury,  also,  'that  if  it  were  proved  that 
the  defendant  had  possession  of  the  watch,  and  they  were  satis- 
fied by  the  evidence  that  it  had  been  stolen,  then  such  possession, 
if  unexplained  b\'  the  defendant,  was  sufficient  to  create  the  pre- 
sumption of  his  guilt.'  To  this  part  of  the  charge,  also,  the 
defendant  duly  excepted." 

The  defendant  asked  several  charges  in  writing,  which  the 
court  refused,  and  which  were  as  follows : 

"  1.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  evidence  of  Hamlin  and  Miller 
is  in  contlict  on  material  points,  the  jury  is  to  determine  which 
of  them  tells  the  truth,  or  whether  either  of  them  tells  the  truth  ; 
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and  if  they  have  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  whether  or  not  they 
have  spoken  truly,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
such  doubt. 

"  2.  If  Halsey  had  joint  possession  of  the  room  witli  Mat- 
thews, and  was  present  in  court  as  a  witness  for  the  State,  and 
the  State  failed  to  examine  him  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  the 
room  was  not  entered  with  his  permission,  then  the  jury  is  au- 
thorized to  presume  that  the  entry  was  made  with  the  permis- 
sion of  said  Halsey,  and  the  defendant  should  not  be  convicted 
of  burglary. 

"  3.  If  the  jury  find  that  the  room  alleged  to  have  been 
broken  and  entered  was  at  the  time  jointly  occupied  and  con- 
trolled by  said  Matthews  and  Halsey,  then  the  defendant  can 
not  be  convicted  of  burglary  under  the  indictment. 

"  4.  If  the  jury  find  that  Halsey  had  joint  possession  of  the 
room  alleged  to  be  entered,  and  of  its  contents ;  and  that  the 
watch  was  taken  from  a  trunk  in  said  room ;  and  that  Halsey 
was  present  in  court  as  a  witness  for  the  State,  and  was  not  ex- 
amined as  a  witness ;  then  the  defendant's  possession  of  the 
watch,  if  he  had  it  in  his  possession,  does  not  create  the  pre- 
sumption of  his  guilt. 

"  5.  Before  a  defendant  can  be  convicted  of  burglary  or 
larceny  on  circumstantial  evidence,  the  person  who  last  had  in- 
nocent possession  of  the  property  must  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, or  the  failure  to  examine  him  must  be  accounted  for." 

Exceptions  were  duly  reserved  by  the  defendant  to  the  re- 
fusal of  each  of  these  charges ;  and  he  now  relies  on  these  several 
rulings  of  the  court,  to  which,  as  above  stated,  he  reserved  ex^ 
ceptions,  as  grounds  of  reversal.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict, 
found  the  defendant  guilty  of  grand  larceny  ;  and  he  was  there- 
upon sentenced  by  the  court  to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  for 
the  county,  for  one  year. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  for  appellants. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

SOMERYILLE,  J.— Section  4800  of  the  Code  of  1876,  a» 
amended  by  the  act  of  December  4, 1878,  provides,  that  "when 
any  property,  upon  or  in  relation  to  which  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted, belongs  to  several  partners  or  owners,  it  is  sufficient  to 
allege  the  ownership  to  be  in  any  one  or  more  of  such  partners 
or  owners." — Acts  1878-79,  p.  46.  The  original  statute  had 
reference  only  to  personal  property,  and  not  real. — Harris  v. 
The  State,  60  Ala.  50.  The  manifest  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment is,  to  extend  its  operation  so  as  to  embrace  property  of  all 
kinds,  whether  real,  personal,  or  mixed.     It  clearly  abrogates 
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the  common-law  rule,  which  required  an  indictment  for  burg- 
lary to  state  with  precision  the  name  of  each  of  several  owners 
of  a  buildinj^,  alleged  to  have  been  burglariously  entered. — Da- 
vis V.  The  State^  54  Ala.  88.  It  is  now  sufficient  to  lay  the 
ownership  or  property  in  any  one  or  more  of  such  joint  tenants, 
partners,  or  tenants  in  common.  The  indictment  conformed  to 
this  principle,  and  was  sufficient. —  Williams  v.  The  State^ 
67  Ala.  183. 

2.  Under  the  issue  of  misnomer^  interposed  by  the  defend- 
ant, it  was  competent  to  prove  that  he  had  been  arraigned  and 
tried  in  the  Mayor's  Court  of  the  city  of  Huntsville  by  the 
name  of  Dixie  White.  This,  if  true,  was  an  admission  by  him 
of  such  name,  in  the  absence  of  objection  to  it,  and  tended  to 
prove  that  he  was  as  well  known  by  that  name,  as  by  the  name 
of  Dixie  Wyche.. 

3.  The  court  below  very  clearly  did  not  err  in  excluding  the  ev- 
idence offered  by  defendant,  to  the  effect  that  "negroes,  after  the 
war,  took  their  surnames  from  their  former  owners  or  masters, 
and  that  negro  children  were  called  by  the  name  of  their  mother's 
former  master  or  owner."  This  testimony  was  too  uncertain, 
indefinite,  and  remote,  to  come  within  that  class  of  evidentiary 
facts  regarded  as  relevant.  It  had  no  legitimate  tendency  to 
prove  the  same  fact  to  be  true  in  the  particular  case  of  the  de- 
lendant,  especially  when  as  to  him  it  was  controverted  as  the 
principal  issue  in  the  case.  It  is  entirely  outside  of  the  influ- 
ence of  the  principle  permitting  evidence  of  custom  or  usage. 
1  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  292  et  aeq. ;  2  Whart.  Ev.  §§  958  et  se^. 

4.  The  proposition  can  not  be  doubted,  that,  if  the  jury  en- 
tertain a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  any  ma- 
terial fact,  constituting  a  part  of  the  testimony  in  a  criminal  case, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  doubt,  however 
small  may  be  its  influence.  The  first  charge  asked  by  the  defend- 
ant did  not,  however,  fall  within  the  purview  of  this  principle.  It 
erroneously  assumed,  that  the  witnesses  Hamlin  and  Miller  con- 
flicted in  tlieir  testimony  as  to  a  material  fact.  They  both 
stated,  that  the  defendant  had  possession  of  the  watch  alleged 
to  have  been  stolen ;  and  the  only  conflict  was  as  to  his  havmg 
left  it  with  the  witness  Miller,  and  as  to  the  latter's  exertions 
to  sell  it ;  which  was  a  collateral  matter  entirely  immaterial, 
and  in  no  wise  affecting  the  defendant's  guilt  or  innocence  of 
the  crime  charged  in  the  indictment.  The  charge  in  question 
is,  also,  objectionable  for  ambiguity,  and,  for  this  reason,  was 
properly  refused. 

5.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  requires,  in  cases  of  burg- 
lary, or  larceny,  based  on  circumstantial  evidence,  that  the  per- 
son, who  last  had  innocent  possession  of  the  stolen  property, 
must  be  examined  by  the  State,  and  that  the  failure  to  examine 
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such  witness  creates  any  presumption  favorable  to  the  innocence 
of  a  defendant.  Charges  numbered  five  and  six,  as  requested 
by  the  defendant,  were  erroneous  in  assuming  the  existence  of 
such  a  principle,  and  were  properly  refused. 

6.  It  is  not  every  or  any  possession  of  stolen  goods  by  a  party, 
which  w^ill  authorize  the  inference  of  his  complicity  in  the 
crime  of  larceny  or  burglary ;  nor,  in  fact,  every  such  unex- 
j>lained  possession,  although  it  may  be  exclusive,  as  opposed  to 
the  idea  of  a  joint  possession  with  others.  Another  element  is 
necessary  in  order  to  constitute  a  ^?<?7i!y  possession.  It  must  be 
recent,  or  soon  after  the  commission  of  the  offense  to  which  it 
has  reference. — Henderson  v.  The  State,  70  Ala.  23 ;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  34;  Whart.  Cr.  Ev.  §  758;  Clark's  Cr.  Dig.  §§  97,  145, 
635;  Murray  &  BeWs  case,  48  Ala.  157,  675;  Oratofard's 
case,  44  Ala.  45. 

What  is  meant  by  "  recent,"  is  incapable  of  exact  or  pre- 
cise definition,  and  the  term  has  been  said  to  varj^,  "within  a 
certain  range,  with  the  conditions  of  each  particular  case." 
Whart.  Cr.  Ev.  §  759.  There  are  cases,  no  doubt,  so  clear  in 
nature,  and  undisputed  in  facts,  as  that  the  court  could  pro- 
nounce the  possession  recent,  as  matter  of  law;  but  the  ques- 
tion is  usually  one  of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  jury. 
Be  this  as  it  may,  w^e  are  of  opinion  tliat  the  charge  given  by 
the  court  on  this  subject  was  erroneous,  because  it  excluded 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  a  necessary  element  of  a 
guilty  possession — namely,  that  it  should  be  recent  j  and  its 
vice  consisted  in  assuming  that  any  other  kind  of  possession  af- 
fordeJ  a  just  inference  of  the  defendant's  complicity  in  the 
crime  with  which  he  was  charged.  It  is  upon  the  same  principle 
that  chai'ges  ignoring  the  question  of  venue,  and  withdrawing 
it  from  the  cor.sideration  of  the  jury,  have  always  been  pro- 
nounced erroneous. —  Gooden  v.  The  State,  55  Ala.  178;  Bain 
V.  The  State,  61  Ala.  75.  The  same  is  true  of  a  charge  ignor- 
ing or  withdrawing  the  question  of  intent  to  defraud,  in  an  in- 
■dictment  for  forgery  {Gooden^s  case,  supra) ,'  or  of  any  material 
fact  which  is  a  necessary  constituent  of  the  prisoner's  guilt. 
Corhett  V.  The  State,  31  Ala,  330 ;  McAdory''s  case,  59  Ala,  92, 

The  ruling  made  in  Maynardh  case,  46  Ala,  85,  is  not  in 
harmony  Avith  these  views;  and  to  this  extent,  the  authority  of 
that  case  must  be  overruled. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  other  exceptions.  The  judgment  is 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial.  In  the  mean- 
while, the  prisoner  will  be  retained  in  custody,  until  dischargied 
by  due  course  of  law. 
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Sylvester  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Murder. 

1.  Organization  of  grand  jury;  voluntary  njtpearfince  of  juror  drawn 
but  not  auinmoned;  summons  of  person  not  drawn. — A  person  who  was 
regtilarly  drawn  and  selected  as  a  grand  juror,  but  was  not  sunnuoned, 
may  voluntarily  api>ear,  and  thereby  sul)je<-t  himself  to  the  control  of  the 
court  as  if  he  had  Wen  summonted  ;  and  if  a  person  is  summoned  who 
was  not  drawn  and  selected,  and  who  does  not  appear,  such  summons 
does  not  work  any  irrejjularity  in  the  <)r;ranization  of  the  ^rand  jury. 

2.  Setting  day  for  trial;  presumption  of  continuance. — If  the  trial  is  not 
begun  on  the  day  set  for  it,  but  on  the  next  day.  the  record  should  proi>- 
erly  show  a  continuance  from  f)ne  day  to  the  other ;  and  when  the  record 
is  silent,  such  continuance  will  Iw?  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  all  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  and  of  all  objection  in  the  court  below. 

3.  Competenrif  of  juror;  irho  is  householder. — A  man  who  provides  for 
his  family,  and  lives  with  them  in  a  house  which  belongs  to  his  wife's 
statutory  estate,  oi  which  he  has  control  as  husbami  and  trustee,  is  a 
householder  (Code,  ^  47.32),  and  competent  to  serve  as  a  juror. 

4.  Dying  declarations. — When  dying  declaratiims  are  proved  to  have 
been  made  under  a  sense  of  iinjK'uding death,  their  adniissibilitj*  or  effect 
as  evidence  is  not  impaired  or  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  family  of  the 
decease*!  thought  at  the  time  that  he  would  recover;  and  proof  of  that 
fact  is  not  relevant  or  admissible  as  evidence. 

5.  Appearance  of  defendant's  clothing;  relevancy  as  evidence. — ^The 
absence  of  all  api>earance  of  blcxid  on  the  clothing  of  the  accused,  imme- 
diately after  the  killing,  is  not  a  fact  tending  to  his  exculpation,  when  it 
is  not  shown,  or  attempted  to  be  shown,  that  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  wound  inflicted  on  the  <leceased,  or  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  inflicted,  were  such  that  stains  of  blood  would  i)robably  have  l)een 
found  on  the  person  or  clothing  of  t\v  perpetrator  of  the  crime. 

6.  Flight  of  accused;  relevancy  of  evidence. — The  flight  of  the  accused, 
at  or  about  the  time  he  is  accused  or  suspected,  is  relevant  and  a<lniissi- 
ble  evidence  against  him,  "  the  force  of  which  depi-nds  on  its  connection 
with  other  criminating  facts;  "  and  as  circtnnstances  tending  to  show 
such  flight,  it  may  be  to  proved  that  search  was  made  for  him  at  his  re- 

Euted  residence,  and  at  places  tx>  which  it  might  reasonably  be  presumed 
e  had  gone,  and  that  he  could  not  be  found. 

7.  Conviction  of  nturdcr  in  second  degree. — Under  an  indictment  for 
murder  in  the  usual  form  (Code,  991,  Form  No.  2),  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree  is  an  ac«iuittal  of  the  higher  offense ;  and  on 
a  second  trial,  after  the  reversal  of  the  jutlgment  of  conviction,  although 
the  defendant  can  not  be  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  the  jurv 
may  find  him  guilty  of  tlie  second  degree  on  evidence  showing  his  guift 
in  the  first  degree,  and  the  court  may  so  instruct  them. 

8.  I'se  of  deadly  weapon;  presumption  of  malice. — From  the  use  of  a 
deadly  wea^xju,  the  law  infers  an  intent  to  kill,  or  to  do  grievous  bodily 
harm  ;  and  if  the  circumstances  do  not  show  excuse,  justification,  or  im- 
mediate provfx*ation ,  the  presumption  of  malice  is  conclusively  drawn. 

9.  Deadly  weapon  detined. — A  deadly  weapon  is  not  one  a  blow  from 
which  would  ordinarily  produce  death,  but  one  from  which,  as  it  was 
used  in  the  particular  case,  death  would  probably  result ;  and  whether 
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the  weapon  used  was,  in  its  nature  and  character,  a  deadly  weapon,  is 
generally  a  matter  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court,  and  not  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  jury. 

From  the  Citj  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  betore  the  Hon.  O.  J.  .Semmes. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  was  found  at  the  November  term 
of  said  court,  1880,  and  charged  the  defendant,  Nathaniel  Syl- 
vester, with  the  murder  of  Jeremiah  Lynch,  "  by  stabbing  him 
with  some  sharp  instrument,  the  exact  character  or  description 
of  which  is  to  the  grand  jury  unknown ;"  or,  as  alleged  in  the 
second  count,  "by  stabbing  him  with  a  knife,  a  more  particu- 
lar description  of  which  is  to  the  grand  jury  unknown."  On  a 
former  trial,  the  defendant  was  found  guilty  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree,  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  peniten- 
tiary for  ten  years ;  but  the  judgment  was  reversed  by  this  court, 
during  last  term,  and  the  cause  was  remanded. 

In  the  court  below,  there  was  no  objection,  so  far  as  the  record 
shows,  either  to  the  organization  of  the  grand  jury,  or  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  indictment ;  but  the  record  shows  that,  in  the 
list  of  persons  drawn  as  grand  jurors,  and  whom  the  sheriff  was 
ordered  to  summon,  the  names  of  Benjamin  Burke  and  Spots- 
wood  Brown  were  written  between  the  names  of  Charles  Hop- 
kins and  M.  Levy ;  while  the  sheriff's  return,  as  copied  in  the 
Judgment-entry,  contains  only  the  name  of  Benjamin  Brown 
between  the  names  of  said  Hopkins  and  Levy,  and  the  judgment- 
entry  further  recites,  that  Benjamin  Burke  appeared  and  was 
excused  by  the  court,  and  copies  the  name  of  Spotswood  Brown 
as  one  of  the  jurors  who  appeared  and  served ;  and  these  mat- 
ters were  urged  in  this  court  as  irregularities  in  the  formation 
of  the  grand  jury.  The  defendant  was  duly  arraigned,  and 
pleaded  not  guilty  ;  and  the  court  thereupon  appointed  the  31st 
July,  1882,  for  his  trial,  and  ordered  a  copy  of  the  indictment 
and  of  the  special  venire  to  be  served  on .  him  one  entire  day 
before  the  trial.  The  next  judgment-entry,  which  recites  the 
trial,  is  dated  the  1st  August,  and  there  is  no  entry  or  recital 
showing  that  the  cause  was  continued  from  the  day  before,  the 
day  set  for  the  trial ;  and  this  was  urged  in  this  court  as  an  ir- 
regularity, for  which  the  judgment  should  be  reversed. 

When  the  cause  was  called  for  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions 
recites,  "  the  prisoner  and  his  counsel  being  present,  the  court 
began  the  organization  of  the  jury ;  and  the  name  of  C.  C. 
Smith  being  regularly  called  as  one  of  the  special  venire,  he  an- 
swered on  his  voir  dire,  that  he  was  not  a  freeholder,  but  re- 
sided, with  his  family,  in  a  house  which  his  wife  owned ;  and 
that  he  supported  his  family,  and  was  the  head  of  it,  but  was 
not  otherwise  a  householder.     The  State  accepted  said  Smith  as 
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a  juror,  but  the  defendant  challenged  him  for  cause ;  which 
challenge  the  court  disallowed,  and  tlie  defendant  excepted." 

The  deceased  was  a  policeman,  and  was  stabbed  while  on 
night  duty,  in  attempting  to  arrest  or  disperse  a  small  crowd 
of  disorderly  persons,  in  May,  1872 ;  and  he  died,  from  the  ef- 
fects of  the  wound,  several  days  afterwards.  Dr.  Savage,  the 
physician  who  was  called  to  him,  was  examined  as  a  witness  for 
the  prosecution,  and  testified,  among  other  things,  "  My  opinion, 
as  expressed  at  my  second  visit,  was,  that  the  wound  would 
prove  fatal."  Said  witness  was  asked,  on  cross-examination, 
"Was  that  opinion  assented  to  by  the  family,?'*  The  prose- 
cuting attorney  objected  to  this  question,  and  the  court  sus- 
tained the  objection ;  "  the  defendant  having  admitted  that  the 
deceased,  at  the  tinje  he  made  the  declaration  [  ?  ],  was  in  a 
dying  condition,  and  so  believed  himself  to  be.  The  defend- 
ant's attorney  stated  to  the  court,  that  he  expected  to  prove  by 
the  witness  that  the  family  of  the  deceased  did  not  assent  to  the 
opinion,  but  rejected  it,  and  discharged  the  witness  from  fur- 
tner  attendance  on  account  of  it.  Tlie  court  still  refused  to  al- 
low the  witness  to  answer  the  question,  and  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted to  the  refusal.  The  defendant's  attorney  then  asked  the 
witness.  '  Did  the  deceased  and  his  family  assent  to  your  opinion 
as  to  the  fatality  of  the  wound  ? '  The  court  sustained  an  ob- 
jection to  this  question,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  ad- 
mitted the  deceased  was  in  such  state  as  to  make  his  declaration 
[admissible  ?],  and  the  defendant  excepted." 

The  defendant  was  arrested  in  Pensacola,  some  time  after  the 
commission  of  the  offense  (the  year  and  month  not  being  shown), 
by  a  policeman  named  Bressingham,  who  was  introduced  as  a 
witness  for  the  State,  and  who  was  asked  by  the  solicitor,  "  Had 
you  looked  for  the  defendant  in  Mobile  at  any  time  previous  ?  " 
The  defendant  objected  to  this  question,  "  as  immaterial  and 
irrelevant,"  and  reserved  an  exception  to  the  overruling  of  his 
objection  ;  and  the  witness  answered,  "  that  he  had  looked  for 
him  the  morning'  after  Lynch  was  stabbed,  but  could  tfot  find 
him."  The  solicitor  then  asked,  "  Where  did  you  look  ?  "  and 
the  witness  answered,  "  that  he  went  to  a  house  in  Mobile,  on 
the  corner  of  Charleston  and  St.  Emanuel  streets,  said  to  be  his 
house,  and  all  over  the  city,  but  failed  to  find  him."     To  this 

?[uestion  and  answer,  each,  objections  were  interposed  by  the  de- 
endant,  and  exceptions  reserved  to  their  allowance. 

Jim  Dillard,  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  thus  testified  :  "  I 
remember  when  Mr.  Lynch  was  stabbed.  I  was  standing  on 
the  corner  of  Charleston  and  St.  Emanuel  streets,  and  Nat. 
Sylvester  was  over  to  his  mother's  house.  I  heard  two  shots 
fired ;  and  he  came  across  the  street,  and  asked  me  what  was 
the  matter.     I  told  him  I  did  not  know,  but  that  I  had  heard 
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two  shots  fired  up  the  street.  He  asked  me  to  go  up  there,  and 
I  told  him  I  did  not  care  to  go.  He  and  Scott  Smith  tlien  went 
that  way,  but  soon  came  back,  being  gone  not  more  than  three 
or  four  minutes.  1  asked  them,  what  was  the  matter  ;  and  he 
replied,  that  he  did  not  know — that  a  policeman  was  shot,  they 
said,  but  he  did  not  know.  They  stayed  at  my  house  three  or 
four  hours,  and  then  went  home,  or  said  they  were  going;  home." 
The  defendant's  attorney  then  asked  the  M^tness,  "Was  any 
blood  on  his  clothes  ? "  The  prosecuting  attorney  objected  to 
this  question,  and  the  court  sustained  the  objection  ;  to  which 
ruling  the  defendant  reserved  an  exception. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  "  of  its  own  motion,  among  other 
things,"  as  follows  :  "  Malice  may  be  implied  from  the  use  of 
a  deadly  weapon  ;  so  that,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that 
the  killing  was  done  with  a  deadly  weapon,  you  may  infer  that 
it  was  done  maliciously.  In  determinimj  whether  or  not  a 
weapon  used  loas  a  deadly  weapon^  you  may  look  at  the  result 
of  the  hloio,  the  manner  in  which  the  weapon  was  used,  the 
character  of  the  iveapon,  and  the  nature  of  the  wourid  inflicted. 
For  instance,  if  a  man  struck  another  in  the  hreast,  with  a  knife 
that  had  a  hlade  three  or  four  inches  long,  ivith  so  much  foi'ce 
as  woidd prohahly  produce  death,  you  might  say  it  was  a  deadly 
weapon,  and  might  find  him  gtiilty  of  murder^  while,  if  the 
blow  was  on  the  hand,  and  used  in  such  a  way  as  would  not 
probably  produce  death,  you  might  say  the  weapon  was  not  a 
deadly  weapon."  To  the  italicized  portions  of  this  charge  the 
defendant  duly  reserved  exceptions,  and  also  to  the  refusal  of  a 
charge  Jisked  by  him,  which  was  in  these  words :  "  Unless  the 
jury  believe,  from  tiie  evidence,  that  the  instrument  with  which 
the  deceased  was  stabbed  was  such  that  a  blow  from  it  would 
ordinarily  produce  death,  they  can  not  infer  malice  from  the 
mere  fact  that  the  killing  was  with  that  instrument." 

The  court  further  charged  the  jury  as  follows  :  "  Although 
you  should  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  is  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  this  will  not  work  an  acquittal ; 
for,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  he  is  guilty  of  murder 
in  the  first  degree,  you  should  render  a  verdict  for  murder  in 
the  second  degree."  To  the  giving' of  this  charge  the  defend- 
ant reserved  an  exception. 

G.  L.  Smith,  for  the  prisoner,  argued  all  the  points  reserv^ed 
as  above  stated,  and  cited  the  following  authorities :  Shorter 
V.  The  State,  63  Ala.  130  ;  Flinn  v.  Bat'her,  5dA]a..  446  ;  Hall 
V.  The  State,  51  Ala.  9  ;  Gorhett  v.  The  State,  31  Ala.  330  ;  Jor- 
dan V.  The  State,  52  Ala.  188 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  809,'§§  81,  82. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State,  cited  Aa?'on 
Vol.  lxxv.  ,  . 
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V.  The  State,  37  Ala.  106 ;  Clark's  Cr.  Manual,  §  538 ;  Iladley 
V.  The  State,  55  Ala.  31 ;  Ex  parte  Nettles,  58  Ala.  2G8  ;  1  Whar. 
Amer.  Crim.  Law,  712 ;  4  Barn.  &  Cr.  255. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — We  can  not  perceive  that  in  the  organi- 
zation of  the  grand  jury  there  was  the  least  irregularity.  The 
fact  that  two  of  the  persons  drawn  and  selected  were  not  sum- 
nuoned,  and  3'et  voluntarily  appeared,  the  one  being  excused 
from  servicje  by  the  court,  and  the  other  serving,  is  not  an  ir- 
regularity. Without  the  service  of  notice  by  the  sheriff,  they 
could  appear  voluntarily;  and  appearing,  they  were  as  subject . 
to  the  duty  of  jurors,  and  to  the  control  of  the  court,  as  if  tliey 
had  attended  in  oliedience  to  a  sunnnons.     If  it  be  true  that  a 

f)erson  was  summoned  as  a  juror,  who  was  not  drawn  and  se- 
ected,  it  is  also  true  that  he  did  not  appear,  and  was  not  put 
on  the  jury. 

2.  The  defendant  was  present  in  court  when  the  day  for  the 
trial  was  set.  The  trial  was  entered  upon  on  the  day  succeed- 
ing the  day  set.  The  presumption  from  the  silence  of  the  record 
is,  that  for  some  sufficient  reason  the  cause  was  continued  over 
to  the  day  upon  which  the  trial  was  had.  Such  a  continuance, 
though  not  entered  on  the  minutes,  as  would  be  more  proper, 
is  presumed  in  the  absence  of  objection  and  of  all  evidence  to 
the  contrary. 

3.  The  juror  Smith  was  the  head  of  a  family,  for  which  he 
was  providnig,  and  who  dwelt  with  him.  Though  the  title  to 
the  premises  on  which  he  resided  may  have  been  in  his  wife,  as 
her  husband  and  trustee,  he  had  of  them  rightful  possession 
and  control.  Within  the  strictest  meaning  of  the  term,  he  was 
a  householder. — Aaron  v.  State,  37  Ala.  106. 

4.  Whether  the  family  of  the  deceased  were  of  the  opinion 
that  he  would  recover  from,  or  die  of  the  wounds  he  had  re- 
ceived, was  not  a  relevant  in<piiry.  It  was  admitted  that  his 
declarations,  which  were  introduced  in  evidence,  were  made 
under  a  sense  of  impending  death ;  and  the  force  of  the  admis- 
sion, or  the  weight  of  the  declarations,  could  not  be  lessened, 
because  his  faniily  were  more  hopeful,  and  believed  he  would 
recover. 

5.  The  absence  of  all  appearance  of  blood  on  tlie  clothing 
of  the  accused,  immediately  after  the  killing,  was  not  a  fact 
tending  to  his  exculpation.  It  was  not  shown,  or  offered  to  be 
shown,  that  it  was  probable  from  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  wound,  or  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  inflicted, 
stains  of  blood  would  have  been  found  on  the  person  or  clothing 
of  the  perpetrator.  A  fact  or  circumstance  not  havin«'  a  ten- 
dency, direct  or  innnediate,  to  the  proof  or  disproof  of  tlie  mat- 
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ter  in  issue,  ought  not  to  be  received  as  evidence. — State  v.  Wis- 
dom, 8  Port.  511. 

6.  The  flight  of  a  person  accused  of  a  crime,  at  or  about  the 
time  he  is  accused  or  suspected,  is  a  fact  which  may  be  received 
in  evidence  against  him.  The  force  of  it  as  criminating  him 
depends  upon  its  connection  with  other  criminating  facts.  A 
search  for  the  accused  at  the  place  of  his  reputed  residence,  soon 
after  the  homicide,  and  at  places  to  which  it  was  reasonably  sup- 
posed he  had  gone,  connected  with  the  failure  to  find  him,  tended 
to  show  that  he  had  fled,  and  was  properly  received  in  evidence. 
Bowles  V.  State,  58  Ala.  335. 

7.  Under  the  present  indictment,  a  conviction  could  have 
been  had  for  any  or  either  degree  of  criminal  homicide,  of 
which  guilt  was  shown  by  the  evidence. — Code  of  1876.  §  4904. 
The  former  verdict,  finding  the  defendant  guilty  of  murder  in 
the  second  degree,  operate'd  an  acquittal  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree.  The  acquittal  was  final  and  conclusive,  and  was  not 
impaired  because  of  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  of  conviction 
upon  appeal  to  this  court. — Bell  v.  State,  48  Ala.  684 ;  Berry 
V.  State,  65  Ala.  117.  The  defendant  could  be  tried  again  only 
for  the  offense  of  which  he  had  been  convicted,  and  the  degrees 
of  criminal  homicide  included  in  it.  Murder  in  the  first  degree 
includes  every  element  and  ingredient  of  murder  in  the  second 
degree.  In  view  of  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case, 
the  instruction  of  the  City  Court,  that  though  the  jury  were 
convinced  of  the  defendant's  guilt  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree, of  that  offense  he  could  not  be  convicted,  but  could  be  con- 
victed of  the  less  offense  necessarily  involved  in  it,  murder  in 
the  second  degree,  was  proper. 

8.  The  law  infers  from  the  use  of  a  deadly  weapon  an  intent 
to  kill,  or  to  do  grievous  bodily  harm,  because  the  man  must  be 
taken  to  intend  the  necessary  and  usual  consequences  of  his  act. 
And  if  the  circumstances  do  not  show  excuse,  or  justification, 
or  immediate  provocation,  the  presumption  of  malice  is  drawn 
conclusively. — Hadley  v.  State,  55  Ala.  31 ;  Mg  parte  JV^ettles, 
58  Ala.  268.  The  instructions  to  the  jury  upon  this  point 
were  more  favorable  to  the  accused  than  he  could  of  right  de- 
mand. 

9.  The  instruction  requested  by  the  appellant  was  properly 
refused.  It  referred  to  the  jury,  for  consideration  and  deter- 
mination, the  question  whether  the  weapon  employed  in  the 
killing  was,  in  its  nature  and  character,  a  deadly  weapon ;  which 
is,  generally,  not  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  but  of  law  for 
the  decision  of  the  court. — 2  Bish.  Cr.  Law,  §  680 ;  State  v. 
Craton,  6  Ired.  (Law),  164;  State  v.  West,  6  Jones  (Law),  505. 
A  deadly  weapon  is  one,  not,  as  asserted  in  the  instruction,  a 
blow  from  which  would  ordinarily  produce  death,  but  one  from 
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which,  as  it  was  used,  death  would  probably  result.  And  an 
instrument  or  weapon  used  in  inflicting  injuries  upon  the  per- 
son of  another  may  or  not  be  esteemed  deadly,  according  to  the 
manner  of  its  use,  and  the  subject  on  which  it  is  used. — State 
V.  West,  supra.  And  in  determining,  as  matter  of  reason, 
whether  the  use  of  it  imports  malice,  the  actual  effects  produced 
by  it  are  to  be  considered.  From  a  consideration  of  the  results 
of  the  use  of  the  weapon,  and  the  manner  and  circumstances 
of  its  use,  the  attention  of  the  jury  would  have  been  diverted, 
if  this  instruction  had  been  given. 

We  lind  no  error  in  the  record,  of  injury  to  the  appellant, 
and  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


Lake  v.  Security  Loan  Association. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Mortgagor  for  Redemption  and  Account. 

1.  Argumentative  allegations. — Argumentative  allegations  in  a  bill  are 
objectionable. 

2.  Allegations  of  misrepresentations  not  showing  fraitd. — In  a  bill  filed 
by  a  stockholder  in  an  incorporated  building  and  loan  association,  asking 
an  account  and  redemption  under  a  mortgage  which  he  had  executed  to 
the  association,  averments  in  these  words,  "Your  orator's  purjxjse  in 
obtaining  said  shares  of  stock  in  the  outset  was  to  enable  him  to  borrow 
the  money,  and  not  as  an  investment  in  the  stock,  and  this  purpose  was 
well  known  to  the  officers  of  said  company ;  and  orator  was  moved  to 
borrow  the  money,  and  pay  this  |75  iier  month,  by  the  statements  and 
calculations  made  bv  saia  officers,  and  given  to  him,  that  this  stock  would 
be  worth  $200  per  share  after  the  one-hundredth  installment  was  paid 
in,  and  he  became  a  shareholder  by  the  purchase  of  stock  for  the  above 
purpose,  and  under  the  foregoing  representations," — show  only  the  ex- 
pression of  an  opinion  or  judgment  on  a  matter  which  was  equally  open 
to  both  parties,  and  do  not  amoimt  to  a  charge  of  fraud  or  willful  misrep- 
resentation. 

3.  Transcript;  copy  of  opinion  on  former  appeal. — On  a  second  api^eal 
in  a  chancerj'  cause,  the  copy  of  the  former  opinion  of  this  court,  which 
was  certified  to  the  lower  court  for  its  guidance,  should  not  be  included 
in  the  transcript ;  and  if  included,  no  costs  will  be  allowed  for  it. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile. 

Heard  before  the  Hon  John  A,  F<^)ster, 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  5th  January, 
1882,  by  Thomas  H,  Lake,  against  the  Security  Loan  Associa- 
tion, a  domestic  corporation  organized  under  the  general  stat- 
ute (Code,  §§  1937-43)  in  June,  1873;  and  sought  an  account 
and  redemption  under  a  mortgage,  which  the  complainant 
had  executed  to  secure  a  loan  made  to  him  by  the  associa- 
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tion,  and  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property  under  a 
power  in  tlie  mortgage.  Copies  of  the  constitution,  or  declara- 
tion of  incorporation,  and  of  the  by-laws  of  the  association,  were 
made  exhibits  to  the  bill.  It  was  provided  by  the  constitution, 
among  other  things,  that  each  stockholder  or  shareholder  should 
pay  one  dollar  per  share,  by  monthly  installments,  until  the 
amount  paid  in,  with  interest  and  premiums  on  loans,  should 
make  each  share  worth  S200,  but  with  a  proviso  that  not 
more  than  one  hundred  installments  should  be  required ;  and 
that  each  stockholder  should  be  entitled  to  borrow  from  the  as- 
sociation $200  on  each  share  held  bv  him,  bv  bidding  the  hiffh- 
est  premium  on  loans  at  anj^  regular  monthly  meeting,  and  se- 
suring  the  loan  by  a  mortgage  on  real  estate,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution  and  l)y-laws.  The  complainant 
acquired  or  purchased  twenty-five  shares  of  stock  in  the  associ- 
ation, and  procured  a  loan  of  $5,000  on  them,  at  a  premium 
which  required  him  to  pay  850  per  month,  in  addition  to  hi& 
regular  monthly  instalhnents  of  $25,  or  one  dollar  per  share; 
and  he  executed  a  mortgage  to  the  association,  on  the  5tli  April, 
1876,  to  secure  the  payment  of  this  loan  as  required  by  the  ar- 
ticles of  association.  The  complainant  contiimed  to  make  hi& 
monthly  payments,  until  November,  1881,  when  he  claimed 
that  only  about  $400  was  due  on  his  debt,  which  he  offered  ta 
pay ;  while  the  association  insisted  that  the  amount  due  was 
about  $1,100,  and  advertised  the  property  for  sale  under  the 
mortgage.  On  the  filing  of  the  bill,  an  injunction  was  granted 
and  issued  as  prayed.  An  answer  under  oath  was  filed  by  the 
association,  and  also  by  its  president,  who  was  joined  with  it  a& 
a  defendant;  and  a  motion  was  afterwards  submitted  to  dis- 
solve the  injunction,  and  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  w-ant  of  equity. 
The  chancellor  overruled  this  motion,  and  also  overruled  a  de- 
murrer to  the  bill  for  want  of  equity ;  but  his  decree  was  re- 
versed by  this  court  on  appeal,  at  the  last  term,  and  the  cause 
w^as  remanded,  as  shown  by  the  report  of  the  case  (69  Ala.  456), 
where  the  material  facts  are  stated  at  greater  length. 

After  the  remand ment  of  tiie  cause,  the  complainant  filed  an 
amended  bill,  in  which  he  insisted  that  the  by-laws  of  the  asso- 
ciation were  inconsistent  with  the  articles  of  incorporation,  in 
that  they  contemplated  a  continuance  of  the  membership  "  un- 
til the  anticipated  value  of  $200  per  share  has  in  fact  been  at- 
tained, when,  as  he  apprehends,  no  such  result  can  ever  be  at- 
tained, and  hence  no  end  to  the  demands  of  $50  per  month  ;" 
claimed  the  right  to  withdraw,  and  have  his  loan  cancelled,  on 
the  terms  which  he  had  offered,  and  which,  as  he  insisted,  were 
in  accordance  with  the  constitution  of  the  association ;  alleged 
that  the  accounts  were  complicated,  and  that,  on  a  proper  ac- 
counting, he  was  not  indebted  in  a  greater  sum  than  he  had 
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offered  to  pay.  The  opinion  of  tliis  court  renders  it  unneces- 
gary  to  state  these,  or  any  other  allegations  of  the  amended 
bill,  at  length.  The  chancellor  held  that  the  amendments  did 
not  obviate  the  objections  taken  to  the  bill  on  the  former  ap- 
peal, and  therefore  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  as  amended, 
on  numerous  grounds  specifically  assigned ;  and  his  decree  is 
now  assigned  as  error. 

James  Cobbs,  for  appellant. 

H.  PiLLANS,  contra. 

STONE,  J.^-Most  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  amended 
bill  were  considered  and  decided  by  us,  when  this  case  was 
before  us  at  a  former  term. — Security  Loan  Association  v. 
Lake,  69  Ala.  45G.  We  will  not  repeat  what  we  then  said. 
The  frame  of  the  amended  bill  is  objectionable,  in  that  it  is, 
in  large  degree,  argumentative. 

One  clause  in  the  amendment  seeks  to  raise  a  question  not 
sufficiently  charged  in  the  original  bill,  and  hence  not  consid- 
ered on  the  f onner  hearing.  Its  language  is :  "  Your  orator 
shows  that  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  20  [25  ?]  shares  of 
stock  in  the  outset  was  to  enable  him  to  borrow  the  money,  and 
not  as  an  investment  in  the  stock,  and  that  this  purpose  was 
well  known  to  the  officers  of  the  company ;  and  that  orator  was 
moved  to  borrow  the  money,  and  pay  this  $75  per  month,  by 
the  statement^  and  calculations  made  by  the  officers,  and  given 
him,  that  this  stock  would  be  worth  $200  per  share  after  the 
100th  installment  was  paid  in,  and  he  became  a  stockholder  by 
purchase  of  the  stock  for  the  above  purpose,  and  under  the 
foregoing  representations.''  This  was,  at  most,  the  expression 
of  an  opinion  or  judgment,  on  a  matter  which,  it  would 
seem,  was  equally  open  to  both  parties.  No  willful  misrepre- 
sentation is  charged,  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  representation 
of  fact  was  made.  The  charge  is  wholly  insufficient  to  justify 
relief.— 2  Brick.  Dig.  14,  §§  16,  21.  The  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor, dissolving  the  injunction,  nmst  be  affirmed. 

We  feel  it  our  duty  to  call  attention  to  an  irregularity  dis- 
closed in  the  the  transcript  we  have  been  considering.  On  the 
former  appeal  in  this  case,  tiie  decree  of  the  chancellor  was  re- 
versed ;  and,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  cases,  a  copy  of  our 
opinion  thus  rendered  was  certified  to  the  court  below,  for  its 
guidance.  In  the  present  transcript  that  copy -opinion  has  been 
re-certified  back  to  us,  thus  making  it  a  part  of  the  present 
transcript,  and  very  materially  swelling  its  volume.  That  copy- 
opinion  was  no  part  of  the  record,  and  should  not  have  been 
14 
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embodied  in  this  transcript.     The  register  is  entitled  to  no 
compensation  for  that  part  of  the  transcript,  and   none  is  al- 
lowed him. 
Affirmed. 


Moog  V.  Talcott. 

Creditors'  Bill  to  set  aside  Fraudulent  Conveyance^  or  have  it 
declared  General  Assignment. 

1.  Filing  bill  in  double  aspect. — A  creditors'  bill  can  not  be  filed  in  a 
double  aspect,  asking  to  set  aside  a  convej'ance  as  fraudulent,  or,  in  the 
alternative,  to  have  it  declared  and  enforced  as  a  general  assignment 
under  the  statute  (Code,  §  2126),  enuring  to  the  equal  benefit  of  all  the 
creditors ;  and  the  principle  applies  equally  to  a  general  creditors'  bill, 
and  to  a  bill  filed  by  one  or  more  creditors  for  their  own  benefit.  (Ad- 
hering to  Lehman  v.  Meyer,  67  Ala.  896,  which  overruled  Crawford 
c.  ATrJfcsc//,  50  Ala.  590.) 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A,  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  17th  January,  1882,  by 
James  Talcott,  "  in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  creditors  of 
the  late  firm  of  J.  Frenkel  &  Co.,  who  will  become  parties 
complainant  hereto,  and  who  will  contribute  to  the  costs  of  this 
cause,"  against  the  persons  composing  the  late  firm  of  J. 
Frenkel  &  Co.,  the  partners  composing  the  firm  of  A.  &  B. 
Moog,  M.  J.  Goldsmith,  and  several  other  persons;  and  sought 
to  set  aside  several  conveyances  executed  by  the  said  PVenkel 
<fe  Co.,  individually  and  as  partners,  on  the  ground  that  they 
were  executed  and  accepted  with  the  intent  to  hinder,  delay, 
and  defraud  their  creditors;  or,  in  the  alternative,  that  the 
several  conveyances  be  construed  together,  declared  and  en- 
forced as  a  general  assignment,  enuring  to  the  benefit  of  all  the 
grantors'  creditors  equally.  The  defendants  demurred  to  the 
bill,  assigning  specifically  several  grounds  of  demurrer,  the 
substance  of  which  was,  that  these  alternative  averments  and 
prayers  were  inconsistent  and  repugnant.  Tiie  chancellor  over- 
ruled the  demurrer,  and  his  decree  overruling  it  is  now  as- 
signed as  error. 

J.  L.  &  (t.  L.  SMrrii,  and  Macartney  &  Clarke,  for  ap- 
pellants, cited  Gordon'' s  Adni'r  v.  Ross,  63  Ala.  366 ;  Lehman 
V.  Meyer,  67  Ala.  396 ;  Micov  v.  Ashnrst,  55  Ala.  612 ;  Rive^ 
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V.   Walthall,  38  Ala.  332 ;  Ray's  AdmW  v.  Womhle,  56  Ala. 
32;    Warehouse  Co.  v.  Jones^  62  Ala.  550. 

Hannis  Taylor,  contra. — Admitting  the  general  rule  laid 
down  in  the  cases  cited  for  appellants,  and  the  correctness  of 
its  application  to  bills  filed  by  special  creditors ;  yet  this  mle 
can  not  be  applied  to  general  creditors'  bills.  In  each  aspect 
of  a  general  creditors'  bill,  the  foundation  for  relief  is  the 
same — that  is,  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  parties ;  and  the  relief 
prayed  is  the  same — namely,  the  condemnation  of  the  property 
to  the  claims  of  all  the  creditors  equally.  It  is  a  solecism  to 
say  that  such  a  bill  seeks,  in  one  aspect,  to  uphold  a  contract  or 
conveyance,  and  to  annul  it  in  the  other.  In  each  aspect,  the 
attempt  is  to  annul  the  contract  made  by  the  parties,  and,  in  its 
stead,  to  enforce  riglits  which  arise  by  operation  of  law.  A 
conveyance  which  will  be  enforced  as  a  general  assignment, 
ami  a  conveyance  which  will  be  set  aside  for  fraud,  are  alike 
fraudulent  conveyances,  which  the  statute  annuls,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  and  sets  up  in  their  stead  rights  which  the  parties  at- 
tempted to  destroy.  The  ingenious  devices  of  insolvent 
debtors  are  manifold,  and  the  facts  may  be  so  obscured,  as  in 
this  case,  that  a  general  creditors'  bill  in  a  double  aspect  is  the 
only  remedy  that  can  be  successfully  invoked;  and  when  the 
assets  of  the  dei)tor,  attempted  to  be  put  beyond  the  reach  of 
his  creditors,  are  thus  reached,  and  eondemned  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  all  his  debts  equally,  no  legal  principle  is  violated,  and 
no  rule  of  pleading  is  infringed. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— In  I^hnan  v.  Meyer,  67  Ala.  396,  we 
held  a  creditors'  bill  deniurrable,  as  being  repugnant  and  in- 
consistent, which  was  framed  in  the  double  aspect  of  having  a 
conyeyance,  executed  by  a  debtor,  declared,  in  the  one  alterna- 
tive, fraudulent  and  void,  l)ecause  made  to  hinder,  delay  or 
defraud  the  creditors  of  the  grantor;  and,  in  the  other  alterna- 
tive, seeking  to  sustain  the  same  conveyance  as  a  ijeneral  assign- 
ment, enuring  ecpially  to  the  benefit  of  all  of  his  creditors. 
This  decision  expressly  overruled  the  case  of  Cravrford 
V.  Kirksey,  50  Ala.  500,  in  which  the  opposite  conclusion  had 
been  reached. 

The  principle  was  recognized,  as  often  l)efore  declared  by 
this  court,  that  a  bill  in  equity  may  generally  be  framed  in  a 
double  aspect,  and  will  be  sustained,  in  all  cases,  where  each 
alternative  averment  would  be  the  foundation  for  precisely  the 
same  relief,  and  the  same  defenses  are  applicable  to  each. 
GordorbS  Admh'  v.  Jicfss,  63  Ala.  363;  Micou  v.  As/turst, 
55  Ala.  607 ;  Bives  v.  Walthall,  38  Ala.  329 ;  City  of  Eufaxda 
13.  McNah,  67  Ala.  588.     But  the  court  further  held,  that  the 
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two  separate  reliefs  prayed  for,  in  the  dual  aspects  of  the  bill, 
were  clearly  repugnant  and  inconsistent;  the  complainants 
seeking,  in  the  one  alternative,  to  destroy  the  validity  of  the 
conveyance,  by  having  it  adjudged  an  absolute  nullity ;  and,  in 
the  other,  to  sustain  it  as  valid  and  legal,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  upholding  it  as  a  general  assignment.  The 
effect,  in  the  one  case,  is  to  claim  against  the  conveyance,  and, 
in  the  other,  to  claim  undei'  it. — Code,  1876,  §  2124;  Rapier 
V.  Gulf  City  Paper  Co.,  64  Ala.  342 ;  Code,  §  2126.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  this  conclusion  is  in  entire  harmony  with  the 
previous  adjudications  of  this  court,  and  that  the  case  of  Craw- 
ford V.  Kirksey,  supra,  was  properly  overruled. 

It  is  urged,  however,  in  argument,  that  this  being  a  general 
creditors'  hill,  the  relief  prayed  is  the  same  in  both  alterna- 
tives— the  condemnation  of  the  debtor's  property  to  the  satis- 
faction of  his  debts.  This  is  the  same  argument  adopted  in 
support  of  the  conclusion  reached  in  Crawford  v.  Kirksey,  m- 
pra,  the  reasoning  of  which  was  condemned  as  unsound  in  Zek- 
tnan  v.  Meyer,  67  Ala.  396,  cited  supra.  The  suggestion  is 
based  upon  a  misapprehension  of  the  legal  principle  involved. 
There  is  one  sense  in  which  the  relief  prayed  for,  in  every  pos- 
sible aspect  of  a  bill,  is  remotely  the  same — the  collection  of  the 
complainants  demand  out  of  the  defendants  property.  But 
the  rule  under  consideration  contemplates  rather  the  immediate 
legal  relief  prayed  for,  which  is  the  foundation  and  source  of 
this  remote  relief.  One  ftiay,  for  example,  reach  the  sam,e  re- 
sult by  assailing  a  decree  against  himself,  seeking  to  set  it  aside 
on  the  ground  qf fraud,  and  by  reviewing  it  for  error  apparent; 
yet  it  has  been  held  that  the  two  aspects  united  in  the  same  bill 
would  be  repugnant  and  inconsistent. — Gordon^ s  Adrn'r  v.  Ross, 
63  Ala.  363.  So,  for  a  like  reason,  a  bill  has  been  held  demur- 
rable, which  seeks,  in  one  aspect,  to  have  a  mortgage  cancelled, 
because  executed  to  secure  a  debt  founded  on  an  alleged  illegal 
consideration,  and,  in  the  other,  to  establish  the  mortgage  and 
redeem  the  mortgaged  premises. — Micou  v.  Ashurst,  55  Ala. 
607.  A  like  repugnancy  was  declared  to  exist  in  a  prayer  for 
the  enforcement  of  a  vendor's  lien  as  a  valid  obligation,  and  a 
proposed  amendment  to  the  bill  praying  for  a  rescission  and 
cancellation  of  the.  contract  of  sale  as  being  void  for  idtra  vires. 
City  of  Eufaula  v.  McNab,  67  Ala.  589.  The  same  principle 
was  recognized  in  another  case,  where  it  was  adjudged  that  the 
complainant  could  not  seek  to  have  a  will  declared  void  on  the 
one  hand ;  or,  else,  on  the  other,  valid,  and  to  have  the  lands 
devised  by  the  will  partitioned  by  decree  of  the  court  among 
those  entitled. — McCooker  v.  Brady,  1  Barb.  Ch.  329.  These 
several  adjudications  are  strong  illustrations  of  the  principle 
under  discussion,  and  are  closely  analogous  to  the  case  in  hand. 
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In  the  present  ease,  not  only  are  the  alternative  averments  of 
the  bill  conflicting,  and  the  disjunctive  reliefs  diametrically  re- 
pugnant, but  there  is  a  manifest  repugnancy  even  in  the  results 
of  these  reliefs.  If  the  conveyance  assailed  is  decreed  a  gen- 
eral assignment^  thus  being  sustained  in  its  legal  validity,  all 
the  creditors  of  the  grantor,  whether  parties  to  the  bill  or  not, 
would  be  entitled  to  participate,  pro  rata^  in  the  fruits  of  the 
litigation.  It  would,  under  the  statute,  "  enure  to  the  benefit 
of  all  of  the  creditors  of  the  grantor  equally ^ — Code  of  1876, 
§  2126.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  conveyance  is  declared  ab- 
solutely void  for  fraud,  the  grantee  would  get  no  portion  of  his 
claint  secured  by  it,  unless  there  was  a  remaining  surplus,  but 
would  forfeit  his  rights  under  the  instrument  because  of  his 
participation  in  the  covinous  transactions. — Bump  on  Fraud. 
Conv.  467,  470.  So,  too,  in  the  latter  case,  those  creditors  are 
preferred  who.  through  their  superior  diligence,  may  have  ob- 
tained a  prior  lien  by  filing  the  first  bill.  If,  in  other  words, 
the  conveyance  l>e  void  for  fraud,  those  creditors  of  the  debtor, 
who  file  separate  bills,  obtain  a  preference  regulated  by  the  or- 
der of  time  in  which  thej'  commenced  their  suits — he  being 
adjudged  to  be  first  in  right  who  was  first  in  time. — Evans  v. 
Hf^A,  63  Ala.  250 ;  Honev.  Henriquez,\?>^cnA.'i^^\  Bump 
<jn  Fraud.  Conv.  535;  1  Brick.  Dig.  655,  §§  217,  222. 

The  test,  in  all  such  cases,  is  said  to  be,  if  a  decree  pro  con- 
fesso  should  be  taken,  could  the  court,  looking  mere!}'  at  tlie 
statements  of  the  bill  and  the  confession,  grant  any  certain  re- 
lief to  the  complainant. — Rives  v.  Walthall,  38  Ala.  333  ; 
Charles  v.  Dubose,  29  Ala.  367.  In  such  event,  would  it  not 
be  "  mere  matter  of  speculation  and  conjecture  with  the  court, 
as  to  which  of  the  titles  should  [in  this  case]  be  made  the  foun- 
dation for  relief  ^" — Lehman  v.  Meyer,  67  Ala.  404.  No  chan- 
cellor could  reasonably  be  compelled,  in  cases  of  this  nature, 
to  search  the  records  of  his  own,  and  perhaps  of  other  courts, 
in  order  to  determine  this  (juestion  of  relative  priorities  and  of 
conflicting  liens.  The  rules  of  certainty,  governing  our  system 
of  equity  pleadings,  require  that  these  difliculties  should  be 
solved  by  a  mere  mspection  of  the  face  of  the  bill;  just  as  we 
would  determine  the  suflRciency  of  a  demurrer,  or  of  a  motion 
to  dismiss  for  want  of  equity.  So  far  as  concerns  the  rule  un- 
der discussion,  therefore,  we  can  discern  no  sound  distinction 
in  its  proper  application  to  general  creditors'  bills,  and  such  as 
are  filed  in  the  mterest  of  particular  creditors. 

The  court,  in  our  opinion,  erred  in  overruling  the  demurrer 
to  the  bill ;  and  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 
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Eslara  v.  Farley. 

Supersedeas  of  Execution  on  Assigned  Judgment. 

1.  Parties  to  petition  for  supersedeas  ;  liability  of  assignee  for  costs. 
When  a  petition  is  filed  for  the  supersedeas  of  an  exeoution,  sued  out  by 
an  assignee  in  the  name  of  the  original  plaintiff,  tlie  assignee  may  be 
made  a  defendant  thereto ;  and  if  he  comes  in  voluntarily  as  a  party,  and 
is  unsuccessful  in  resisting  the  supersedeas,  costs  may  Ije  adjudged  against 
him,  under  the  general  statute  (Code,  §  3128),  as  the  imsuccessful  party 
in  a  civil  suit. 

2.  What  may  be  assigned  as  error. — A  party  can  assign  as  error  only 
matters  which  are  prejudicial  to  him  :  erroneous  rulings,  prejudicial  to 
others,  but  not  injurious  to  him,  are  not  available  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment. 

3.  Sureties  for  costs,  by  party  resisting  supersedeas  of  execution. — There 
is  no  statute  which  requires  the  assignee  of  a  judgment,  when  resisting 
the  supersedeas  of  an  execution  sued  out  by  him  in  the  name  of  his  as- 
signor, to  give  security  for  the  costs  if  unsuccessful,  or  which  authorizes 
a  summary  judgment  against  sureties  given  by  him  voluntarily  ;  yet  he 
can  not  assign  as  error  such  summary  judgment  against  his  sureties, 
since  it  is  not  prejudicial  to  him. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 

The  record  does  not  show  the  name  of  the  presiding  judge. 

In  this  case,  as  the  record  shows,  an  action  was  commenced 
in  said  court  on  the  6th  January,  1871,  in  the  name  of  John  C. 
Wilson,  against  Mrs.  Celestine  Eslava;  and  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault was  rendered  against  the  defendant  in  said  action,  on  the 
16th  January,  1872.  From  this  judgment  an  appeal  was  sued 
out  by  the  defendant,  returnable  to  the  June  term,  1872,  of  this 
court,  and  an  appeal  bond  given,  with  Charles  Farley  and  F. 
H.  Aubert  as  sureties ;  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed  by  this 
court,  at  the  same  term,  with  damages  and  costs,  against  the 
appellant  and  her  sureties.  On  this  affirmed  judgment  an  exe- 
cution was  sued  out  on  the  10th  February,  1873,  against  Mrs. 
Eslava  and  her  sureties  on  the  appeal  bond,  which  was  levied 
on  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Mobile,  as  the  property  of 
Mrs.  Eslava;  but  the  levy  was  released,  and  the  execution  so 
returned,  by  the  order  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the  17th  March, 
1880,  said  judgment  was  transferred  by  the  plaintiff'  therein  to 
Jules  Eslava,  by  written  assignment  in  these  words :  "  For  value 
received,  I  hereby  assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  this  judgment, 
to  Jules  Eslava, — I  not  to  be  liable  for  any  costs."  Another 
execution  was  issued  on  said  judgment,  on  the  23d  October, 
1880,  which  was  levied  on  property  belonging  to  said  Charles 
Vol.  Lxxn. 
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Farley ;  and  he  thereupon  filed  his  petition  for  a  super^deaa  of 
said  e.xecution,  allegiuff  the  facts  above  stated ;  also,  that  the 
release  of  the  former  levy  on  the  property  of  Mrs.  Eslava  waa 
made  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  that  the  greater  part 
(if  not  the  whole  amount)  of  the  judgment  was  paid  before  the 
assignment  to  Jules  Eslava,  and  was  known  by  him  to  be  paid 
when  he  took  the  assignment,  and  that  the  assignment  was 
without  consideration. 

On  the  filing  of  this  petition,  an  order  for  a  s^ipersedeaa  was 
granted  by  the  presiding  judge  of  the  circuit  (Hon,  H.  T.  Toll- 
mix),  on  tlie  petitioner  giving  bond  as  requu-ed  by  law ;  and  the 
bond  was  given  as  required.  Thereupon,  a  petition  was  filed 
by  said  Jules  Eslava,  the  assignee  of  the  judgment,  alleging 
that  he  was  the  real  and  beneficial  plaintiff  in  the  judgment, 
and  praying  that  he  be  allowed  to  intervene  for  his  own  protec- 
tion as  a  defendant  to  the  petition  for  a  (supersedeas',  and  he 
was  allowed  to  intervene  and  defend,  in  the  name  of  said  Wil- 
son, the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment.  The  record  sets  out,  also, 
"  a  bond  for  costs,"  executed  by  said  Jules  Eslava,  with  George 
Eberlein  and  N.  Crane  as  his  sureties,  conditioned  as  follows : 
"  Whereas,  Jules  Eslava  is  the  transferree  of  a  judgment  ob- 
tained by  John  C.  Wilson  against  Charles  Farley,  surety  on  the 
bond  of  one  Mrs.  Eslava,  and  has  caused  an  execution  to  issue 
thereon ;  and  whereas,  said  Farley  has  petitioned  the  Circuit 
Court  of  said  county  to  supersede  said  execution  ;  now,  if  the 
said  J.  Eslava  shall  well  and  truly  pay  all  costs  that  accrue 
against  said  Eslava  or  said  Wilson,  or  are  adjudged  to  be  paid 
by  them  or  either  of  them,  by  reason  of  the  issue  of  said  exe- 
cution, or  in  said  cause  of  said  Farley's  petition,  then  this  in- 
strument to  be  void,"  etc. 

The  record  does  not  show  any  order  of  the  court,  requiring 
the  execution  of  this  bond,  or  recognizing  it  in  any  way ;  but, 
an  issue  having  been  formed  between  said  Eslava  and  Farley,  on 
the  averments  of  the  petition  for  a  supersedeas^  and  submitted  to 
a  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  petitioner,  the 
court  thereupon  rendered  a  judgment  perpetuallv  sujxjrseding 
an  execution  on  the  judgment,  "and  that  said  Cliarles  Farley 
have  and  recover  of  said  Jules  Eslava,  and  of  (ieorge  Eberlein 
and  N.  Crane,  his  sureties,  all  costs  in  and  about  this  behalf  ex- 
pended." The  appeal  is  sued  out  in  the  names  of  all  the  de- 
fendants, but  errors  are  assigned  by  said  Eslava  alone ;  the  as- 
signments being  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  against  him  on 
the  verdict,  and  the  summary  judgment  against  Eberlein  and 
Crane  as  his  sureties. 

Watts  «fe  Sons,  for  appellant. 
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BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  assignment  of  the  judgment  car- 
ried with  it  a  right  to  the  assignee  to  sue  out  execution,  or  to 
sue  thereon  in  the  name  of  the  original  plaintiff,  and  independ- 
ent of  his  control. — Harrison  v.  Marshall.^  6  Port.  65 ;  Iiaden 
V.  Walker,  5  Ala.  86.  The  assignee,  having  these  rights,  and  a 
complete  equitable  title  to  the  judgment,  of  which  courts  of 
law  take  notice,  could  properly  have  been  made  a  party  defend- 
ant to  the  petition  for  a  sujpersedeas  of  the  execution  issuing 
upon  it.  Coming  in  voluntarily,  making  himself  a  party,  and 
alone  entering  into  a  contest  of  the  petition,  in  which  he  was 
unsuccessful,  costs  were  properly  adjudged  against  him.  Within 
the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  woras  of  the  statute,  he  was  the 
unsuccessful  party  in  a  civil  action  at  law,  of  whom  the  suc- 
cessful party  is  entitled  to  recover  costs. — Code  of  1876,  §  3128. 

The  assignee,  Eslava,  alone  assigns  error.  Parties  are  joer- 
mitted  to  assign  only  such  matters  as  error,  which  may  be  of 
injury  to  them.  Errors  not  of  injury  to  them,  however  inju- 
rious to  other  parties  who  do  not  complain  of  them,  are  not 
available  for  the  reversal  of  a  judgment. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  102, 
8  284.  It  was  erroneous  to  render  judsrment  against  Crane  and 
Eberlein,  the  sureties  of  Eslava,  for  the  costs.  There  is  no 
statute  requiring  a  suretyship  for  costs  in  a  case  of  this  kind, 
and,  of  course,  none  which  authorizes  a  summary  judgment 
against  the  sureties,  if  given  voluntarily. — Garrett  v.  J^uller, 
36  Ala.  179.  They  acquiesce  in  the  judgment,  and  of  it  the 
appellant  has  no  cause  of  complaint. 

Affirmed. 


Cole  V.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Trespass  on  Crop  hy  Stock. 

1.  Permitting  stock  to  trespass  on  lands  inclosed  by  common  fence;  char- 
acter of  fence. — Under  the  statute  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  for  any 
person  occupying  or  cultivating  lands  under  a  common  fence  with  others, 
to  "  turn  stock  of  any  kind  into  such  inclosure,  or  knowingly  suffer  such 
stock  to  go  at  large  therein,  without  a  sufficient  guard  to  prevent  injury 
to  crops"  (Code,  §  4414),  though  the  inclosing  fence  should  be  substan- 
tial, it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  a  statutory  fence  {lb.  §  1586). 

2.  Same ;  constituents  of  offense. — A  conviction  can  not  be  had  under 
this  statute,  on  proof  that  the  defendant,  acting  in  good  faith,  suffered 
his  hogs  to  range  at  large  in  an  extensive  woodland,  adjoining  the  in- 
closed lands,  whence  they  made  their  way  into  the  inclosed  lands  through 
defects  in  the  common  fence. 
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3.  Same;  damage*  and  fine. — The  damages  inflicted  by  the  stock, 
which  the  statute  declares  "shall  be  held  a  part  of  the  j>enalty  imposed 
by  the  court,  and  shall  go  to  the  party  injured,"  are  not  a  part  of  the 
fine,  but  are  given  in  addition  to  the  fine. 

From  the  County  Court  of  Wilcox. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Purifoy. 

John  Y.  Kilpatrick,  for  appellant. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  defendant  was  convicted  in  the 
court  below  of  the  offense  of  knowingly  sufferhuj  his  stock  to 
go  at  large  in  an  inclosure,  occupied  or  cultivated  by  himself 
and  several  others  under  a  common  fence,  without  a  sufficient 
guard  to  prevent  injury  to  the  crops. — Code  1876,  S  441-t. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  defendant  suffered  his  hogs  to 
range  in  an  adjoining  woodland,  consisting  of  about  two  thou- 
eand  acres,  which  was  outside  of  the  common  fence.  This 
fence  was  a '  very  inferior  one,  in  no  sense  lawful  within 
the  statutory  definition,  being  in  some  places  not  over  a  foot 
high.  The  stock  do  not  seem  to  have  been  kept  on  the  com- 
mon premises,  though  they  had  trespassed  thereon  previously, 
and  of  this  fact  the  defendant  had  been  advised.  There  is  no 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  turned  them  into  the  inclos- 
ure, but  only  that  he  suffered  them  to  range  in  the  wood-land, 
whence  they  found  their  way  within  the  land  inclosed  by  the 
common  fence,  by  reason  of  the  defects  in  it. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  common  fence  here  described  must  be 
a  lawful  fence.  The  statute  does  not  say  so,  and  we  can  not, 
therefore,  so  construe  the  words.  Any  substantial  fence,  law- 
ful or  not  lawful,  in  our  opinion,  comes  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute,  if  it  is  used  in  comniou  by  several  parties,  who  to- 
gether cultivate  or  occupy  a  tract  or  parcel  of  land,  inclosed 
by  such  fence.  The  manifest  effect,  if  not  one  of  the  chief 
purposes  of  the  act  of  March  8, 1876  (Acts  of  1875-76,  p.  288), 
now  embraced  within  the  provisions  of  section  4414  of  the 
.Code,  was  to  take  cases  coming  within  its  influence  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  previously  existing  statute,  which  relieved  the 
owners  of  stock  from  liability  for  trespasses  by  such  stock 
where  they  trespassed  on  lands  not  inclosed  by  a  lawful  fence. 
Code,  §  1587. 

But  we  are  also  of  opinion,  that  the  defendant  would  not  be 
guilty  of  knowingly  suffering  his  stock  to  go  at  large  within 
the  common  incosure,  if  he  m  good  faith  only  suffered  them 
to  range  in  the  woodland  adjacent  thereto.  Penal  statutes 
must  be  strictly  construed ;  and  such  a  construction  of  this  act 
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would  preclude  the  supposition,  that  the  General  Assembly 
contemplated  that  its  scope  should  be  so  sweeping,  and  its  opera- 
tion so  severe,  as  that  here  contended  for  in  behalf  of  the  State. 
It  was  tlie  joint  duty  of  the  defendant  and  the  other  co-occu- 
pants of  the  land  trespassed  on  to  repair  the  common  fence, 
and  its  dilapidated  condition  was  as  much  the  fault  of  the  one 
as  of  the  others.  The  primary  object  of  the  statute  seems  to 
have  reference  to  protection  against  trespasses  from  within,  ra- 
ther than  from  without,  although  it  clearly  includes  in  words 
any  case  where  one  of  the  joint  occupants  turns  stock  of  any 
kind  into  the  inclosure,  wherever  they  may  be  kept  in  custody. 
The  stock  may,  furthermore,  have  been  peraiitted  to  run  in  the 
woodland,  without  finding  their  way  into  the  cultivated  land. 
The  fact  that  defendant  suffered  them  to  run  at  large  ^vithout 
the  common  fence,  is  not  the  same  as  suffering  them  to  go  at 
large  within  the  common  fence.  The  court,  in  our  opinion, 
erred  in  refusing  to  give  the  charges  requested  by  appellant 
touching  this  phase  oi  the  statute. 

The  act  under  consideration  (Code,  §  4414)  provides,  that 
the  party  convicted  shall  be  fined  "  not  less  than  ten,  nor  more 
than  fifty  dollars ;  and  also  the  amount  of  the  damages  inflicted 
bv  the  stock,  which  damages  shall  be  held  as  a  part  of  the  pen- 
alty imposed  by  the  court,  and  shall  go  to  the  party  injured." 
It  is  insisted  that  the  damages  going  to  the  owner  must  be  em- 
braced in,  and  are  intended  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  fine. 
We  are  clear  in  the  opposite  view.  The  words  of  the  statute 
plainly  mean  otherwise.'  If  any  doubt  remain,  it  would  be 
solved  by  the  words  of  the  original  act,  which  assessed  the  fine 
"  in  addition  to  the  estimated  amount  of  the  damages  inflicted 
by  said  stock."— Acts  1875-6,  p.  288. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Walker  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  foi'  Arson. 

1.  Oafli  of  petit  jury. — A  recital  in  the  judgment-entry,  in  a  criminal 
case,  that  "the  jury  was  sworn  according  to  law  to  try  the  issue  joined," 
does  not  show  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute  (Code,  §  4765), 
but  negatives  the  idea  that  the  proper  oath  was  administered. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  "Wilcox. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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The  appellants  in  this  case,  I^wis  Walker  and  Cato  Sellers, 
were  indicted,  jointly  with  several  other  ])er6ons,  at  the  I*sovem- 
ber  term  of  said  court,  1875,  for  arson,  in  setting  tire  to  the 
county  jail,  where  they  were  at  the  time  contined  under  crirai- 
inal  charges.  At  the  same  term  of  the  court,  some  of  the  de- 
fendants pleaded  guilty  to  the  charge  of  arson  in  the  second  de- 
gree, and  sentence  was  pronounced  upon  them.  At  the  Spring 
terra,  1878,  Walker  and  Sellers  were  tried  on  issue  joined  on 
the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  were  convicted  of  arson  in  the  sec- 
ond degree ;  but  the  judgment  of  conviction  was  reversed  by 
this  court,  at  their  instance,  and  the  cause  was  remanded. 
Walker  v.  The  State,  61  Ala.  30.  At  the  Spring  term,  1879, 
a  new  indictment  was  found  against  Walker  and  Sellers;  and 
at  the  November  term,  1881,  being  duly  arraigned  on  the  in- 
dictment, each  of  them  tiled  a  special  plea  of  former  acquittal, 
setting  out  the  proceedings  had  under  tlie  tirst  indictment;  and 
the  issue  on  tnis  plea  being  found  against  them,  they  then 
pleaded  not  guilty.  Issue  being  joined  on  this  plea,  as  the 
ludgment-entry  recites,  '*  thereupon  comes  a  jury,"  <fec.,  '*  who, 
being  duly  elected,  tried  and  sworn  according  to  law  to  try  the 
issue  joined,  upon  their  oaths"  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty. 
On  the  trial,  the  defendants  reserved  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  sev- 
eral rulings  of  the  court,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state. 

S.  J.  Gumming,  for  the  appellants,  argued  the  points  reserved 
by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  and  insisted  that  the  oath  administered 
to  the  jury,  as  shown  by  the  judgment-entry,  must  work  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment;  citing,  to  this  point,  Schumherger  v. 
The  State,  and  AUen  v.  The  State,  decided  at  the  last  term. 
68  Ala.  543;  71  Ala.  5. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State,  cited  and 
relied  on  the  following  cases :  Piles  v.  The  State.  5  Ala.  72 ; 
Crist  V.  The  State,  21  Ala.  137;  MeGuirev.  The  SUite^^l  K\i^. 
161 ;  Johnmn  v.  The  State,  47  Ala.  9,  mf  Smith  v.  TJie  State, 
47  Ala.  540 ;  McNeill  v.  The  State,  47  Ala.  503 ;  McCaller  v. 
The  State,  49  Ala.  540;  Biish  v.  The  State,  52  Ala.  13;  Moore 
V.  The  State,  Ih.  524;  Mitehell  v.  The  State,  58  Ala.  417 ;  At- 
kins V.  The  State,  60  Ala.  45 ;  Pickens  v.  The  State,  58  Ala. 
364.  He  insisted  that  these  cases  laid  down  the  correct  rule, 
which  should  be  re  established,  notwithstanding  the  later  deci- 
sions cited  for  appellant. 

STONE,  J. — In  Allen  v.  The  State,  and  Schainberger  v.  The 
State,  at  last  term,  we  ruled  that  the  oath  administered  to  the 
jury  was  insufficient  in  a  criminal  case.  We  are  not  inclined  to 
depart  from  those  rulings,  which  were  but  re-affirmations  of 
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the  then  later  utterances  of  this  court.  Nor  will  we  enter  upon 
a  re-examination  of  the  question.  Inattention  in  this  behalf 
causes  many  reversals  in  this  court,  and  it  would  probably  be 
well  for  the  legislature  to  remedy  the  evil.  Tlie  conviction  in 
the  present  case  must  be  reversed. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  other  points  urged. — Lockett  v.  The 
State,  63  Ala.  5 ;  Walker  v.  The  State,  61  Ala.  30. 

Reversed  and  remanded.  Let  the  defendants  remain  in  cus- 
tody, until  discharged  by  due  course  of  law. 


Underivood  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Larceny  of  Cow. 

1.  Averment  and  proof  of  ownership  of  thing  stolen. — In  an  indictment 
for  larceny,  the  ownership  of  the  property  or  thing  stolen  must  be  al- 
leged, or  the  failure  to  allege  it  must  be  excused  by  proper  averments ; 
and  a  variance  between  the  allegations  and  the  proof  is  fatal  to  a  con- 
viction. 

2.  Misnomer  and  variance. — The  mere  mis-spelling  of  a  name,  whether 
of  the  defendant  or  a  third  person,  does  not  vitiate  an  indictment,  and 
is  not  a  fatal  variance,  unless  the  difference  causes  a  material  change  in 
the  pronunciation  of  the  name. 

3.  Same;  ivhether  question  for  court  or  jury. — Whether  one  name  is 
idem  sonans  with  another,  notwithstanding  a  difference  in  the  spelling  of 
the  two,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  jury,  when  it 
arises  on  the  evidence  under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  and  not  a 
matter  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 

4.  Recent  possession  of  stolen  goods. — The  possession  of  stolen  goods 
recently  after  the  larceny,  if  unexplained,  is  a  criminating  fact,  from 
which  the  jury  may  infer  the  defendant's  complicity  in  the  larceny ;  and 
the  question  of  its  sufficiency  being  for  their  determination  alone,  the 
court  may  refuse  to  instruct  them  that  such  unexplained  recent  posses- 
sion, "  without  other  circumstances  tending  to  show  felonious  intent, 
does  not  amount  to  proof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  a  larceny  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant." 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Perry. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  charged,  in  a  single  count,  "that 
Perry  Underwood,  alias  Charley  Williams,  feloniously  took 
and  carried  away  a  cow,  the  personal  property  of  Ann  rooleyP 
The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  issue  was  joined  on  that 
plea.  On  the  trial,  Mrs.  Ann  Foley  was  introduced  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  part  of  the  State,  and  testified,  "  that  the  cow  men- 
tioned was  her  property,  and  was  stolen  from  her  in  Dallas 
county,  at  her  place  about  four  miles  from  Selma,  where  her 
cattle  were  kept  in  a  pasture ;  that  she  was  in  Selma  on  the  day 
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the  defendant  sold  the  cow,  and  had  not  missed  her,  until  she 
was  told,  in  Selma,  that  he  had  brought  the  cow  to  Selma,  and 
had  sold  her  to  a  butcher ;  and  that  when  she  went  home,  in 
the  afternoon  of  that  day,  she  went  around  her  pasture,  and 
found  where  the  fence  had  been  pulled  down  and  the  cow 
taken  out.  She  testified  also,  on  cross-examination,  that  her 
name  was  Ann  Foley ^  and  was  so  spelled  and  pronounced  by 
her,  and  that  she  never  spelled  it  Fooley.  The  defendant  then 
moved  the  court  to  exclude  from  the  jury  so  much  and  such 
parts  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness  as  tended  to  show  prop- 
erty in  Ann  Foley^  because  the  indictment  alleges  the  projjerty 
to  be  in  Ann  Fooley^  and  not  Ann  Foley ;  "  and  duly  excepted 
to  the  overruling  of  his  motion.  Richard  Teague,  another 
witness  for  the  State,  testified,  that  the  defendant  came  to  his 
house  in  the  outskirts  of  Selma,  about  ten  o'clock  at  night,  the 
day  before  he  sold  the  cow  in  Selma,  having  the  cow  tied  with 
a  rope,  and  asked  to  stay  all  night,  sapug  that  his  father  had 
sent  him,  from  Summerfield,  to  carry  the  cow  to  a  butcher  in 
Selma;  and  the  butcher  in  Selma,  to  whom  the  cow  was  sold 
by  the  defendant  on  the  next  morning,  testified  to  that  fact. 
"  This  being  the  substance  of  all  the  evidence,  the  defendant 
requested  the  court,  in  writing,  to  instruct  the  jury  as  follows : 

1.  'If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  only  evi- 
dence of  the  defendant's  guilt  is,  that  he  was  in  possession  of 
the  stolen  cow,  and  that  he  failed  to  account  satisfactorily  for 
his  possession,  without  other  circumstances  tending  to  show 
felonious  intention,  this  does  not  amount  to  proof  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  of  a  larceny  committed  by  the  defendant.' 

2.  '  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  property 
charged  to  have  been  stolen,  and  alleged  in  the  indictment  to 
be  the  propertv  of  Ann  Fooley^  was  in  fact  the  property  of  Ann 
FoUy^  the  derendant  can  not  be  convicted  under  this  indict- 
ment,' "  The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted  to  their  refusal. 

B.  F.  Saffoli),  for  the  appellant,  cited  Lynes  v.  The  State^ 
5  Porter,  236;  Humphrey  v.  Whitien,  17  Ala.  30;  Beene 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  3  Ala.  660 ;  Gabriel  v.  The  State,  40  Ala.  357. 

II.  C.  ToMPKLvs;  Attorney-General,  for  the  State,  cited  Paye 
V.  The  Stats,  61  Ala.  16;  Col^piit  v.  The  State,  61  Ala.  48; 
Roberts  v.  The  State,  61  Ala.  401 ;  Moorer  v.  The  State.  44  Ala. 
16 ;  Mayyiard  v.  The  State,  46  Ala.  85  ;  Neal  v.  Tfie  State, 
53  Ala.  465;  Wharton's  Amer.  Crim.  Law,  §  1277. 

BRICK  ELL,  C.  J. — An  indictment  for  larceny  must  state 
the  ownership  of  the  property  charged  to  have  been  stolen,  or 
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excuse  the  omission  by  proper  averments.  When  the  owner- 
ship is  alleged,  a  variance  between  the  allegation  and  the  proof 
entitles  the  accused  to  an  acquittal,  though  it  will  not  bar  a  new 
indictment  describing  or  averring  the  ownership  properly.  In 
this  case,  the  name  of  the  owner  of  the  thing  stolen  is  averred 
to  be  A7in  Fooley^  while  the  evidence  was  that  the  true  name 
of  the  owner  was  Ann  Foley ^  so  spelled  and  pronounced  by 
her,  and  never  spelled  or  pronounced  as  Ann  Fooley. 

The  mere  mis-spelling  of  the  name  of  the  accused  party,  or 
of  the  name  of  a  third  person  whom  it  may  be  necessary  to 
mention,  itself  will  not  vitiate  an  indictment,  or  produce  a 
fatal  variance,  unless  it  is  apparent  that  the  mis-spelling  causes 
a  material  change  in  the  pronunciation  or  sound  of  the  two 
names.  Whether  one  name  \9,idem  sonans  with  another,  is  not 
a  question  of  orthography,  but  of  pronunciation,  "depending 
less  upon  rule  than  upon  usage ; "  and  when  it  arises  in  evi- 
dence on  the  general  issue,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  jury,  not  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 
1  Whart.  Cr.  Law,  §  597;  Commonwealth  v.  Donovan^ 
13  Allen,  571.  The  motion  to  exclude  the  evidence,  and  the 
instruction  requested,  were  but  efforts  to  withdraw  the  inquiry 
from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  were  properly  over- 
ruled. 

The  recent,  actual,  unexplained  possession  of  stolen  goods, 
is  a  fact  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  the  complicity  of  the 
defendant  in  the  larceny.  Whether  it  is  sufficient  evidence  of 
guilt,  is  a  question  for  their  determination.  There  may  be 
cases  in  which  it  would  stand  alone,  unconnected  with  any 
other  criminating  fact,  and  from  it  the  jury  would  not  probably 
infer  guilt.  Whether  the  inference  is  just  and  reasonable — 
whether  the  fact  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  jury  as  reasonable 
men,  beyond  all  reasonable  doubt,  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused — 
the  court  can  not  determine.  The  charge  requested  upon  this 
point  assumes  to  declare  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  and 
was  an  invasion  of  the  province  of  the  jury.  There  was  no 
error  in  its  refusal. 

Affirmed. 


Russell  V.  The  State. 

Indict/ment  for  Oaming. 

1.     Playing  cards  at  public  places. — A  room  in  a  house  belonging  to  the 
proprietor  of  a  hotel  or  tavern,  and  used  by  him  at  the  time  for  the  ac- 
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conimixlation  of  jfuests,  is  appurtenant  tt>  the  hotel  or  tavern,  and  with- 
in the  statute  against  i)laying  canlrt  at  hotels  and  otlier  puhlic  houseH 
and  places  (Code,  ^  4207),  ahliungh  situated  on  a  si-parate  lot,  eighty  or 
ninety  feet  from  the  hotel,  and  never  before  used  for  the  accomm(^ation 
of  guests. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Monroe. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Clakke. 

H.  PiLLANS,  and  C.  J.  Torrey,  for  appellant. 

H.  C.  ToiiPKixs,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State,  cited  John- 
son  V.  The  SUite,  19  Ala.  527 ;  Huffman  v.  The  State,  29  Ala. 
40;  Moore  v.  The  State,  30  Ala.  550;  Wilson  v.  The  State,  31 
Ala.  327 ;  Arnold  v.  Tlie  State,  29  Ala.  50. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  defendant  is  indicted  for  card- 
playing,  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  section  4207  of  the 
Code  (1876).  The  evidence  shows  that  the  playing  wjis  done 
at  night,  in  a  room  occupied  by  a  guest,  or  boarder,  at  a  tavern 
kept  by  one  Watson  as  proprietor.  This  room  was  part  of  a 
small  tenement,  situated  about  eighty  or  ninety  feet  from  the 
tavern,  on  a  separate  lot,  which  was,  however,  the  property  of 
Watson,  although  it  had  never  before  been  used  as  a  place  in 
which  to  lodge  guests.  It  is  clear  that,  under  the  evidence  set 
out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  this  rooni  was  appurtenant  to  the 
tavern.  It  is  enough  that  it  wjis  used  as  a  place  to  lodge  one 
of  the  guests  or  boarders  in ;  that  it  was  in  close  proximity  to 
the  tavern,  and  was  owned  by  the  proprietor.  It  is  entirely 
immaterial,  that  it  had  never  been  before  used  for  such  a  pur- 
pose, or  that  no  extra  price  was  charged  for  its  occuixnicy,  or 
that  it  was  situated  on  a  separate  lot.  The  fact  of  being  ad- 
jacent to  the  tavern,  or  hotel,  and  being  used  in  connection 
with  its  business,  constituted  it  so  appurtenant  as  to  make  it  a 
part  of  the  premises  of  the  proprietor.  Any  other  construc- 
tion would  fail  to  suppress  the  mischief  sought  to  be  reached 
bv  the  statute,  and  would  be  a  wide  departure  from  the  pre- 
vious decisions  of  this  court. — Moore  v.  The  State,S()  Ala.  550; 
Clark's  Man.  Cr.  Law,  §  1621,  et  seq.,  and  cases  cited  on  brief 
of  Attorney-General. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  charges  of  the  court,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  affirmed. 
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Foxworth  V.  TVhite. 

SiU  in  Equity  hy  Legatees  to  re-open  Settlement  of  Executor' 8 
Accounts,  and  remove  Settlement  into  Chancery  Court. 

1.  Keeping  estate  together  under  will;  whether  personal  trusts  or  execu- 
torial duties  are  conferred. — Testamentary  provisions  authorizing  and 
directing  an  executor  to  keep  the  estate  together  for  the  term  of  ten  years, 
cultivating  the  lands  with  the  labor  of  slaves,  and,  at  the  expiration  of 
that  term,  to  sell  all  the  property  not  specifically  bequeathed,  and  divide 
the  proceeds  of  sale  among  the  several  legatees,  construed  in  the  light  of 
the  statutory  provisions  which,  in  1863-4,  authorized  the  Probate  Court 
to  confer  similar  powers  on  executors,  do  not  impose  personal  trusts  upon 
the  executor,  but  duties  and  powers  strictly  executorial,  which  he  could 
not  exercise  without  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary,  and  which  might- 
be  exercised  by  an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed. 

2.  Equitable  relief  against  probate  decree. — When  a  final  settlement  of 
an  executor's  accounts  has  been  made  in  the  Probate  Court,  no  trusts 
being  involved,  and  no  fraud  imputed,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  re-open 
the  settlement,  unless  some  sjiecial  cause  for  its  interposition  is  shown. 

3.  Sale  of  decedent's  lands  to  pay  debts;  jurisdiction  of  court,  and  con- 
clusiveness of  decree. — The  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court  to  order  a 
sale  of  lands  belonging  to  a  decedent's  estate,  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
attaches  on  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  the  personal  representative,  show- 
ing a  necessity  for  the  sale ;  and  when  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  has 
thus  attached,  and  an  order  of  sale  has  been  rendered,  such  order  is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  personal  assets,  and  the  existence  of 
debts  for  which  the  lands  are  liable,  and  it  can'  not  be  collaterally  im- 
peached on  account  of  irregularities  in  the  proceedings. 

4.  Purchase  by  executor  at  his  own  sale,  or  from  his  vendee;  when  set 
aside. — A  purchase  of  land's  by  an  executor  at  his  own  sale,  whether 
directly  in  his  own  name,  or  indirectly  through  the  agency  of  a  third  per- 
son, and  whether  made  under  an  order  of  court  or  a  power  in  the  will, 
will  be  set  aside  in  equity,  at  the  mere  election  of  the  parties  in  interest 
if  seasonably  expressed  ;  but,  having  made  a  fair  sale  to  a  third  person, 
he  may  afterwards  purchase  from  his  own  vendee,  and  thereby  acquire  a 
good  title,  though  the  transaction  will  be  jealously  scrutinized  by  a  court 
of  equity. 

5.  Contracts  of  executor  in  carrying  on  business  for  estate. — When  an 
executor  continues  to  carry  on,  under  powers  conferred  by  the  will,  the 
business  in  which  his  testator  was  engaged,  he  is  personally  liable  on  his 
contracts,  and  persons  who  deal  with  him  can  not  charge  the  estate  with 
his  debts ;  but  the  estate  is  bound  to  indemnify  him  on  account  of  debts 
properly  incurred  in  carrying  on  the  business;  and,  when  he  is  not  in 
default  to  the  estate,  the  creditors  may  be  subrogated  to  his  right  of  in- 
demnity ;  and  when  this  is  effected  by  a  private  arrangement  between 
the  pardes,  a  c<^urt  of  equity  will  sanction  and  uphold  the  transaction. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Wilcox. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Charles  Turner. 
The  bill  in  this  case  was  tiled  on  the  6th  December,  1875, 
by  Eliza  M.  "White  and  others,  children  of  Caleb  E.  White,  de- 
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ceased,  who,  being  infants,  sued  by  their  mother  as  next  friend, 
claiming  as  legatees  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Eliza  F.  McNeill, 
deceased ;  agamst  Francis  G.  Foxworth,  both  individually  and 
as  executor,  and  against  his  wife  and  children,  and  several 
other  persons  claimmg  under  or  through  him  ;  and  sought  to 
set  aside  a  settlement  of  said  executors  accounts  whicli  had 
been  made  in  the  Probate  Court,  and  to  remove  his  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  into  the  Chancery  Court ;  also,  to  set  aside  a 
sale  of  lands  belonging  to  the  estate,  at  which  Robert  H.  Erwin 
became  and  was  reported  as  the  purchaser;  a  conveyance  of  the 
lands  by  Erwin  to  said  F.  G.  Foxworth,  and  a  subsequent  con- 
veyance by  Foxworth  to  R.  H.  Dawson  and  others  as  trustees. 
Mrs.  McNeill's  will,  a  copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit 
to  the  bill,  was  dated  the  29th  September,  1863,  and  was  regu- 
larly admitted  to  probate  in  said  count\',the  place  of  her  residence, 
on  the  15th  April,  1864.  Said  F.  G.  Foxworth,  who  was  the 
brother  of  the  testatrix,  was  nominated  as  executor  of  the  will,, 
and  letters  testamentarv  were  granted  to  him  on  its  probate, 
By  the  third  and  fourth  clauses  of  the  will,  which  are  copied  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  testatrix  directed  that  her  planta- 
tion siiould  be  kept  up,  and  cultivated  with  the  labor  of  the 
slaves,  for  the  term  of  ten  years;  and  that,  at. the  expiration  of 
that  period,  all  the  property  belonging  to  her  estate  should  be 
sold,  except  that  portion  disposed  of  in  specific  legacies  and 
bequests,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  be  equally  divided  among 
some  of  the  children  of  said  F.  G.  Foxworth  and  the  children 
of  said  Caleb  E.  Wlrite,  who  was  a  nephew  of  the  testatrix. 
The  executor  kept  up  and  cultivated  the  plantation  until  about 
the  close  of  the  year  1873,  having  obtained  in  the  meantime 
several  orders  from  the  Probate  Court  authorizing  him  to  hire 
laborers  to  cultivate  the  lands ;  and  he  also  sold  during  those 
years,  under  orders  of  the  court,  several  mules  and  other  kinds 
of  property,  for  the  payment  of  debts.  On  the  10th  Novem- 
ber, 1873,  he  filed  a  petition  in  said  Probate  Court,  alleging 
that  the  personal  assets  of  the  estate  were  insufficient  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  and  asking  an  order  to  sell  the  lands  for  that 
purpose.  On  the  22d  December,  1873,  the  court  granted  an 
order  of  sale  as  prayed,  directing  the  sale  to  be  made  for  one- 
third  cash,  and  the  balance  on  a  credit  of  one  and  two  years, 
with  interest.  The  sale  was  made  on  the  17th  January,  1874, 
and  Ilol>ert  H.  Erwin,  of  the  mercantile  house  of  Watson, 
Erwin  &  Co.,  was  declared  the  purchaser,  at  the  price  of  ^5,100. 
The  executor  reported  the  sale  to  the  Probate  Court,  and  that 
the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  was  paid  in  cash ;  and  there- 
upon the  sale  was  confirmed  on  the  10th  January,  1874,  and  a 
conveyance  executed  to  said  Erwin  as  the  purchaser.  On  the 
same  day,  January  19th,  1874,  Erwin  and  his  wife  conveyed 
15 
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the  lands,  by  quit-claim  deed,  on  the  recited  consideration  of 
ten  dollars  in  hand  paid,  to  said  F.  G.  Foxworth,  who,  on  the 
22d  January,  1874,  by  a  deed  in  which  his  wife  joined  with 
him,  conveyed  the  lands  to  R.  H.  Dawson,  E.  N.  Jones,  and 
R.  C.  Jones,  as  trustees,  with  power  of  sale,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  specified  debts.  The  debts  specified  in  the 
deed  were — 1st,  a  promissory  note  for  $1,679.90,  past-due,  and 
payable  to  Watson,  Erwin  &  Co.,  signed  by  said  Foxworth  as 
executor,  and  said  to  be  assumed  by  him  individually ;  2d,  a 
debt  due  to  said  E.  N.  and  R.  C.  Jones  as  partners,  for  $600 ; 
3d,  a  debt  due  to  J.  G.  Gates,  for  $269.48 ;  4th,  a  debt  due  to 
R.  C.  Godbold,  for  $1,462, — all  of  which  debts  were  evidenced 
by  promissory  notes  signed  by  said  Foxworth.  These  debts 
not  being  paid  at  maturity,  the  trustees  advertised  the  lands  for 
sale  under  the  deed ;  and  the  bill  prayed  an  injunction  of  this 
sale. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  owed  but  few 
debts  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  had  ample  personal  assets 
to  pay  them  ;  that  all  of  those  debts  were  paid  before  any  order 
was  obtained  from  the  Probate  Court  authorizing  the  executor 
to  keep  the  estate  together,  and  to  hire  laborers  to  cultivate  the 
lands ;  that  the  executor,  acting  under  authority  supposed  to  be 
conferred  by  said  orders,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  will, 
borrowed  money  and  obtained  supplies  and  advances  from  the 
mercantile  house  of  Watson,  Erwin  &  Co.,  and  attempted  to 
charge  the  estate  with  the  payment  of  the  debts  thus  contracted  ; 
and  that  these  were  the  principal  debts  for  which  the  order  to 
sell  lands  was  obtained,  and  the  lands  sold.  The  bill  alleged 
and  charged,  also,  that  the  sale  to  said  Erwin  "  was  not  a  hwia 
fide  sale  for  $5,100,  as  pretended  and  recited  in  said  deed  to 
him,  but,  on  the  contrary,  was  made  by  fraud  and  collusion  be- 
tween said  executor  and  said  Erwin  to  clieat  and  defraud  your 
orators  of  their  just  rights  under  the  will  aforesaid ;  that  said 
deed  from  said  Erwin  and  wife  to  Foxworth  was  not  a  hona 
fide  sale  for  a  valuable  consideration,  as  therein  recited,  but  was 
made  with  the  intent  more  fully  to  carry  out  said  fraud  upon 
the  rights  of  your  orators ;  that  said  Foxworth  and  wife  had  no 
right  to  execute  said  conveyance  to  said  trustees,  nor  to  charge 
said  lands  with  the  debts  and  trusts  therein  mentioned ;  and 
that  said  three  deeds  are  parts  of  one  and  the  same  transaction 
and  contrivance  to  defraud  your  orators.  And  your  orators 
charge,  upon  the  advice  of  counsel,  that  said  executor,  under 
the  provisions  of  said  will,  became  a  trustee  for  the  management 
of  said  estate,  during  the  ten  years  it  was  by  the  will  ordered 
to  be  kept  together,  under  the  orders  and  control  of  this  court, 
and  not  under  said  Probate  Court;  that  said  several  orders  of 
8aid  Probate  Court,  to  contract  debts  for  the  hire  of  laborers, 
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and  for  the  sale  of  said  property,  were  upon  matters  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  said  court,  and  were  made  in  contravention 
of  the  provisions  of  said  will,  and  are  null  and  void ;"  and  that 
the  several  defendants,  holding  and  claiming  under  these  orders 
and  conveyances,  were  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  complain- 
ants' rights,  and  liable  to  account  to  them  as  trustees.  It  was 
alleged,  also,  "that  said  executor  made  several  partial  settle- 
ments, and  on  the  12tli  October,  1874,  made  in  said  Probate 
Court  a  final  settlement  of  his  said  administration,  in  which  he 
was  erroneously  allowed  large  credits  against  said  estate,  to 
which  he  was  not  entitled,  and  which  said  court  had  no  an- 
thority  to  allow,  including  large  sums  borrowed  to  carry  on  said 
plantation  contrary  to  the  provisions  made  in  the  will."  On 
these  allegations  and  charges,  the  complainants  prayed  that  the 
trustees  be  enjoined  from  selling  the  lands  under  the  deed  :  that 
the  several  conveyances  of  the  land  be  set  aside,  and  declared 
null  and  void ;  that  the  several  settlements  made  in  the  Probate 
Court  be  opened,  and  the  errors  corrected ;  that  the  administra- 
tion of.  the  estate  1x3  removed  into  the  Chancery  Court,  and  there 
finally  settled,  with  all  matters  of  account  growing  out  of  these 
several  matters. 

A  joint  answer,  under  oath,  was  filed  by  Dawson  and  the 
other  trustees,  denying  all  the  charges  of  fraud  or  collusion  in 
the  transactions  impeached  by  the  bi1ll,  and  thus  stating  the  facts 
connected  with  the  sale  and  conveyances  of  the  land  :  "After 
the  personal  property  had  been  sold  by  said  executor,  it  was 
found  that  ^5,100  remained  unpaid,  and  that  it  would  be  nec- 
essary for  the  lands  to  bring  that  amount,  in  order  that  the  es- 
tate might  pay  all  its  debts ;  and  it  was  then  agreed  among  the 
creditors,  that  the  lands,  if  they  did  not  bring  that  much,  should 
be  bid  off  to  R.  H.  Erwin  for  that  sum,  who  should  hold  them 
as  trustee  for  the  creditors ;  and  if  he  could  not  sell  them  for 
the  amount  of  his  bid,  he  should  then  make  the  best  disposition 
of  them  he  could  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors.  The  lands 
were  then  offered  for  sale,  and  were  bid  off  to  said  Erwin.  un- 
der said  agreement,  there  being  no  other  bid,  although  there 
was  a  large  crowd  present.  Said  Erwin  was  not  present  at  the 
sale,  and,  when  lie  was  informed  of  it,  he  objected  to  what  had 
been  done,  but,  being  urged  by  the  other  creditors,  he  consented 
to  accept  the  trust  ^vllich  they  had  conferred  upon  him.  The 
creditors  then  gave  Foxworth  receipts  for  the  amounts  which 
the  estate  owed  them  respectively,  which  receipts  were  taken 
by  him  as  money.  He  then  reported  the  sale,  and  the  payment 
of  the  purchase-money  by  Erwin,  and,  by  order  of  the  court, 
executed  and  delivered  to  him  a  deed  for  the  lands.  Afterwards, 
but  on  the  same  dav,  Erwin  proposed  to  Foxworth  that  he  (F.) 
should  buy  the  lands,  as  he  was  the  largest  creditor,  and  attempt 
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to  work  out  the  other  debts.  We  were  present  at  the  interview 
between  them.  Foxworth  objected  to  buying  the  lands,  because, 
as  he  said,  he  had  made  bad  crops  for  a  series  of  years,  and  had 
no  means  to  go  on ;  but,  upon  Erwin's  promise  that  Watson, 
Erwin  &  Co.  would  advance  to  him,  he  agreed  to  take  the  lands. 
Erwin  and  wife  then  executed  a  deed  to  him,  and  he  executed 
the  deed  of  trust  to  these  respondents."  The  same  account  of 
these  matters  was  given  in  the  answer  of  Foxworth,  also  under 
oath ;  and  he  denied  all  the  charges  of  fraud,  insisted  on  the 
regularity  and  validity  of  all  his  official  acts,  and  set  up  as  con- 
clusive the  settlements  made  in  the  Probate  Court. 

Copies  of  the  several  conveyances,  and  of  all  the  proceedings 
had  in  the  Probate  Court  in  connection  with  t^^e  sale  of  the 
lands  and  the  orders  for  keeping  the  estate  together,  were  made 
exhibits  to  the  bill.  Ko  testimony  M^as  taken  by  either  party, 
but  the  cause  was  submitted  for  final  decree  on  the  pleadings 
and  exhibits.  The  chancellor  held  the  complainants  entitled 
to  relief,  and  rendered  a  decree  for  them  as  prayed  in  their  bill ; 
and  this  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

CocHEAN  &  Dawson,  and  E.  W,  Pettus,  for  apppellants. 

S.  J.  CuMMiNG,  contra.     (No  briefs  on  file.) 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  first  and  second  items  of  the  will 
of  the  testatrix  contain  specific  bequests.  The  third  and  fourth 
items  read  as  follows :  "  Item  third.  My  will  and  desire  is, 
that  the  balance  of  my  negro  property,  mules,  stock  of  all  kinds, 
mill,  gin,  &c.,  which  I  now  or  may  hereafter  own  at  my  death, 
shall  be  kept  together  on  my  plantation,  for  the  term  of  ten 
years,  and  used  and  worked  thereon ;  and  the  moneys  therefrom, 
after  paying  the  expenses  of  the  same,  to  go  to  the  education 
of  all  my  beloved  brother  F,  G.  Foxworth's  children,  except 
Dudley,  Ellen  and  Cordelia."  "  Item  fourth.  It  is  further  my 
will  and  desire,  at  the  expiration  of  ten  years,  all  my  real  estate 
of  every  character  and  description,  together  with  all  my  per- 
sonal and  perishable  property,  not  specifically  hereinbefore 
given  and  bequeathed  to  Ellen  and  Cordelia  Foxworth,  shall  be 
sold  and  equally  divided  between  the  children  of  F.  G.  Fox- 
worth (except  Ellen  and  Cordelia),  and  the  children  of  ray 
nephew  Caleb  E.  White."  The  principal  question  now  jjre- 
sented  is,  whether  by  these  items  of  the  will  testamentary  trusts 
were  not  created,  and  powers  were  not  conferred,  converting 
the  executor  into  a  trustee,  and  excluding  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  of  Probate  to  take  cognizance  of  his  administration 
of  them. 

The  statute,  in  very  general  terms,  confers  on  the  Court  of 
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Probate  original  jurisdiction  of  "  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
of  executors  and  administrators." — Code  of  1876,  ^  691.  The 
duties  of  these  representatives,  in  the  course  of  administration, 
are,  in  many  respects,  defined  and  declared,  and  there  are  many 
powers  they  may,  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  be 
authorized  to  exercise,  which  could  not  have  been  devolved  up- 
on them  by  any  court  at  common  law,  and  which,  if  conferred 
by  will,  created  trusts  strictly  of  equitable  cognizance.  Though 
the  grant  of  jurisdiction  to  the  Court  of  Probate  is  expressed 
in  general  terms,  there  is  a  class  of  cases,. involving  testament- 
ary trusts  and  powers,  in  which  it  has  not  jurisdiction  to  set- 
tle the  administration  of  an  executor.  This  class  of  cases  can 
not,  perhaps,  be  very  accurately  described.  In  Harrison  v. 
Harbison,  9  Ala.  478,  it  was  said,  the  Orphans'  Court,  the  pre- 
decessor, and  of  like  jurisdiction  with  the  Court  of  Probate, 
could  not  take  jurisdiction  of  trusts  created  by  will,  "  when  the 
litigation  is  between  the  cestuis  que  trust  and  the  executor  as 
trustee ;  or,  in  other  terms,  when  the  executor,  in  addition  to 
his  powers  in  that  capacity,  is  also  invested  with  a  discretion, 
and  confidence  is  reposed  in  him  as  trustee.''  In  all  the  cases 
bearing  upon  this  question,  which  have  been  regarded  as  ex- 
cepted from  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  settle  the 
accounts  of  executors  or  administrators,  there  was,  by  the  will 
of  the  testator,  the  union  in  the  same  pei-son  of  the  relations  of 
trustee  and  executor — different  and  distinct  rights  and  duties 
meeting  in  him.  The  trusts  distinguishable  from  the  execu- 
torial duties,  involving  discretion,  were  personal,  and  most 
generally  of  such  a  character  that  they  could  have  been  as- 
sumed and  executed,  if  the  executorship  had  not  been  accepted. 
Portis  V.  Creaffh,  4  Port.  232 ;  Leavens  v.  Butlet^  8  Port.  380 ; 
Billingsley  v.  Harris,  17  Ala.  214 ;  Harrison  v.  Harrison j 
supra,'  Ex  parte  Dickson,  64  Ala.  188. 

The  keeping  of  estates  together  by  executors  or  administra- 
tors, under  orders  of  the  Court  of  Probate,  especially  when  the 
estate  consisted  of  a  plantation — of  lands,  slaves,  stock,  farming 
utensils,  implements  and  appliances — at  the  time  the  will  of  the 
testatrix  was  executed,  and  for  a  long  period  prior  thereto, 
was  a  policy  favored  by  the  statutes ;  and  testamentary  provis- 
ions for  the  same  purpose  were  of  frequent  occurrence.  The 
sales  of  lands,  or  of  personal  property,  for  partition  between 
legatees  or  devisees,  it  was  a  duty  of  the  executor  (not  having 
power  under  the  will)  to  obtain  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Pro- 
bate to  make,  when  otherwise  an  equitable  partition  could  not 
be  effected.  It  was  in  view  of  the  policy  and  usages  then  pre- 
vailing, that  the  testatrix  devolved  upon  her  executor  the  duty 
of  keeping  her  estate  together  for  the  same  period  the  statutes 
empowered  the  Court  oi  Probate  to  authorize  it  to  be  kept  to- 
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gether,  and,  upon  the  expiration  of  that  period,  the  duty  and 
power  of  making  sales  of  it  to  effect  distribution  to  lier  legatees. 
The  duties  and  powers  are  executorial — they  are  not  mere 
naked  trusts  resting  in  personal  confidence.  These  powers 
could  not  have  been  exercised  until  after  the  probate  of  the  will, 
nor  without  an  acceptance  of  the  otfice  of  executor.  Resulting 
from  the  office  of  executor,  and  charged  upon  the  executor  as 
executor,  an  administrator  cum  testamento  annexe  would  have 
succeeded  to  them.  For  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  duties  of 
an  executor  resulting  from  the  nature  of  his  office,  and  charged, 
upon  him  as  executor,  devolve  on  an  administrator  cum  testa- 
m,ento  annexo^  where  the  authority  is  not  necessarily  connected 
with  a  personal  trust  or  confidence  reposed  in  him  by  the  tes- 
tator.— Faricell  v.  Jacobs,  4  Mass.  634 ;  Commonwealth  v.  For- 
ney, 3  Watts  &  Serg.  353.  We  are  of  the  opinion,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Probate  to  settle  the  adrainstiation  of 
the  executor  was  plenary — that  there  are  no  trusts  involved  of 
which  it  could  not  take  cognizance  and  enforce. 

2.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  having  attached,  a  final  decree 
having  been  passed,  embracing  the  subject-matter  of  the  bill,  so 
far  as  relief  is  claimed  because  of  the  administration  of  the 
executor,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  or  some  other  special  cause 
for  interposition,  a  court  of  equity  can  not  intervene  and  re- 
open the  settlement. —  Waring  v.  Lewia,  53  Ala.  615  ;  Otis  v. 
Dargan,  Ih.  178. 

3.  The  petition  for  the  sale  of  lands  avers  the  insufficiency 
of  the  personal  property  for  the  payment  of  debts, — the  fact 
upon  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Probate  to  order  a 
sale  depended.  The  jurisdiction  attached  upon  the  filing  of 
the  petition,  and  errors  or  irregularities,  if  any  occurred,  in  the 
course  of  the  proceedings,  will  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  de- 
cree of  sale,  when  drawn  in  question  collaterally. —  1  Brick. 
Dig.  939,  §§  353  55.  It  can  not  now  become  a  matter  of  in- 
quiry, fraud  not  being  imputed,  whether  the  debts  or  any  of 
them,  for  the  payment  of  which  the  sale  was  decreed,  were 
properly  and  legally  chargeable  on  the  lands.  In  the  rendition 
of  the  decree,  the  Court  of  Probate,  having  jurisdiction,  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  adjudged  every  fact  necessary  to  its  validity. 
That  there  were  debts,  to  the  payment  of  which  the  lands  were 
subject;  and  that  the  personal  assets  were  insufficient  for  their 
payment,  were  facts  adjudged  and  determined,  and  finally  ad- 
judged and  determined. — Florentine  v.  Barton,  2  Wall.  210  ; 
Lanford  v.  DunMin,  71  Ala.  594. 

4.  It  can  not  now  be  doubted,  that  a  purchase  by  an  exe- 
cutor, either  directly  or  indirectly,  at  a  sale  made  by  himself^ 
whether  he  sells  under  an  order  of  court,  or  under  a  power  in 
a  will,  will  be  set  aside  absolutely  at  the  mere  election  of  par- 
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ties  iu  interest,  seasonably  expressed.  An  exception  to  the 
general  rule  was,  at  an  early  day,  applied  to  an  execntor  or  ad- 
ministrator having  an  interest,  purcnasing  chattels  at  his  own 
sale,  for  full  value,  if  the  sale  was  fairly  conducted. — Brannan 
V.  Oliver.  2  Stew.  47 ;  Julian  v.  Reynolds,  8  Ala.  680 ;  Mc- 
Lane  v.  Spence^  6  Ala.  894;  McCartney  v.  Calhoun,  17  Ala. 
301 ;  Montgomery  v.  Givhan,  24  Ala.  568 ;  Andrews  v.  Hobson, 
23  Ala.  219;  Charl£s  v.  BuBose,  29  Ala.  367.  Whether  the 
exception  should  be  applied  to  sales  of  chattels  only,  has  not 
been  decided ;  though  it  was  said  in  Calloway  v.  Gilmer,  36 
Ala.  358,  the  court  was  not  inclined  to  the  limitation.  It  is 
not  necessary  now  to  consider  that  question  ;  for  the  executor 
was  without  any  interest,  which  would  have  brought  him  with- 
in the  exception,  if  the  sale  had  been  of  chattels.  Nor  was  he 
the  purchaser  at  his  own  sale,  but  a  subsequent  purchaser  from 
the  purchaser,  imjuediately  after  the  sale.  After  a  fair,  actual 
sale  to  a  third  person,  a  trustee  may  buy  of  his  own  vendee,  and 
the  purchase  will  be  free  from  the  intirmity  of  a  purchase  made 
at  his  own  sale,  and  he  will  acquire  a  title  the  cestuis  que  trust 
can  not  impeach.  The  transaction  will,  however,  be  jealously 
scrutinized  by  a  court  of  equity  ;  all  circumstances  of  suspicion 
attending  it  must  be  neutralized,  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence, and  every  presumption  of  indirection  must  be  repelled. 
James  v.  James,  55  Ala.  525.  Taking  the  answers  as  true, 
there  was  a  fair,  actual  sale  of  the  lands  under  the  decree  of 
the  Court  of  Probate,  at  which  a  purchase  for  the  value  of  the 
lands  was  made  in  the  name  of  Erwin.  It  was  not  then  con- 
templated that  there  should  be  a  re-sale  to  the  executor.  The 
re-sale  was  a  subsequent,  independent  transaction,  into  which 
the  executor  was  reluctant  to  enter,  and  was  only  induced  to  en- 
ter upon  promises  of  aid  in  cultivating;  the  lands  in  the  future, 
to  enable  liim  to  repay  the  debts,  whicli  he  had  accepted  in  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase-money.  If  these  facts  be  true,  all  sus- 
picion is  removed  from  the  transaction,  and  all  presumption  of 
mdirection  is  repelled.  The  cause  was  heard  on  bill  and  an- 
swers, without  testimony  ;  the  oaths  of  the  respondents  to  the 
answers  were  not  waived,  and  they  must  be  taken  as  true,  so 
far  as  responsive  to  the  bill. — Code  of  1876,  §  3786. 

5.  A  testator  has  a  power  of  disposition  almost  unlimited^ 
as  to  so  much  of  his  property  as  is  not  necessary  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts.  The  rights  of  creditors  not  being  infringed 
(and  as  to  them  the  provisions  of  the  will  are  presumed  to  have 
been  intended  to  be  subordinate),  he  may,  if  he  does  not  offend 
positive  law,  or  a  well  known  public  policy,  make  that  disposi- 
tion of  his  estate  he  may  choose ;  and  it  can  not  be  avoided 
though  it  may  to  others  apjjear  to  be  manifestly  unwise,  inju- 
dicious, or  capricious,  or  unjust,  or  ungenerous. — Aticood  v. 
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Beck,  21  Ala.  590.  The  business  or  trade  in  which  he  may  be 
employed,  is  not,  by  operation  of  law,  transmissible  to  his  per- 
gonal representative,  except  to  a  very  narrow,  limited  extent ; 
and  a  continuance  of  it  by  the  representative  is  a  breach  of 
duty,  from  which  only  liability  and  loss  to  him  can  result.  The 
testator  may  authorize  its  continuance ;  and  if  it  is  authorized, 
and  the  executor  assumes  to  exercise  the  power,  he  renders  him- 
self personal!}^  liable  for  debts  he  may  contract  in  the  contin- 
uance of  the  business. — Ex  parte  Garland,  10  Yesey,  119; 
Morrow  v.  Morrow,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  549.  Those  with  whom 
lie  deals,  can  not  proceed  directly  against  the  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator. The  estate  is  bound,  however,  to  the  indemnity  of  the 
executor  for  all  debts  and  expenses  properly  incurred  in  the 
continuance  of  the  business,  when  the  continuance  is  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  a  power  conferred  by  the  will,  or  under  the  authority" 
of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  If  he  is  not  in  default — 
if  he  is  not,  on  a  just  settlement  of  his  accounts,  indebted  to 
the  estate ;  if  the  debts  incurred  by  him  are  in  truth  advances 
properly  made  by  him  in  the  prudent  exercise  of  the  power,  the 
creditors  dealing  with  him  have  an  equity  to  be  subrogated  to 
his  right  of  indemnity  from  the  trust  estate. — Steele  v.  Steele, 
64  Ala.  438,  and  authorities  cited.  Assuming  it  to  be  true  that 
the  purchase-money  of  the  lands  was  paid  largely  by  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  the  executor  had  incurred  in  keeping  the  estate 
of  tlie  testatrix  together  under  the  power  conferred  by  tlie  will, 
or  under  the  orders  of  the  Court  of  Probate  (which  we  are  in- 
clined to  regard  as  superfluous  and  unnecessary),  the  necessity 
and  propriety  of  the  expenditures,  for  which  the  debts  were 
contracted,  was  matter  which  could  have  been  litigated  on  the 
iinal  settlement  of  the  executor  in  the  Court  of  Probate.  The 
decree  of  the  court  rendered  on  the  settlement,  until  it  is  success- 
fully impeached  for  fraud,  or  reversed  by  an  appellate  court,  is 
a  conclusive  adjudication  of  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  these 
expenditures,  and  that  for  them  the  executor  was  in  advance  to 
the  estate. —  Waring  v.  Lewis,  supra',  Otis  v.  Dargan,  supra. 
A  court  of  equity  would  liave  subrogated  tlie  creditors  to  the 
right  of  the  executor  to  indemnity  for  the  advances.  The  par- 
ties, by  the  arrangement,  simply  accomplished  that  which  a 
court  of  equity  would  have  decreed  ;  and  that  it  was  their  right 
and  duty  to  do  without  the  delay  and  expense  of  litigation. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  not  consistent  with  these 
views;  audit  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded. 
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Cohen  v.  Wollner,  Ilirschberg  &  Co. 

Actions  against  Married  Woman,  on  Contracts  made  after  Re- 
moval of  Disabilities  of  Coverture  hy  Decree  of  Chancellor. 

1.  Removal  of  disahiUtie»  of  coverture  by  decree  of  chancellor;  extent 
of  powers  conferred  by  decree. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  ap; 
proved  Febniarj'  10th,  1875  (Code,  ^  2731),  chancellors  are  authorized, 
either  in  term  time  or  vacation,  on  the  filing  of  a  proi)er  petition  and 
regular  proceedings  had  under  it,  *'  to  relieve  married  women  of  the  dis- 
abilities of  coverture,  as  to  their  statutory  and  other  separate  estates,  so 
far  as  to  invest  them  with  the  right  to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and  mort- 
gage real  and  personal  property,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  asfemmea  sole;  " 
but  a  decree  rendered  under  this  statute  removes  the  disabilities  of  cov- 
erture only  to  the  extent  particularly  specified  in  the  statute,  and  does 
not  confer  on  the  petitioner  the  power  to  make  general  contracts. 

2.  Same;  averments  of  petition. — When  a  petition  is  filed  imder  this 
statute,  it  must  allege  that  the  petitioner  has  a  separate  estate,  statutory 
or  equitable ;  and  the  omission  of  such  averment,  it  being  a  jurisdic- 
tional fact,  renders  the  entire  proceeding  void. 

Appeals  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Perry. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 

These  several  cases  (  Wollner,  Hirschherg  &  Co.  v.  Cohen, 
Maas  d;  Block  v.  Co/ien,  and  -/.  Pollack  a;  Co.  v.  Cohen),  in- 
volving the  same  questions,  were  argued  and  submitted  to- 
gether. Mrs.  Caroline  M.  Cohen,  the  defendant  in  each  case, 
was  a  married  woman,  the  wife  of  Meyer  Cohen,  whose  disa- 
bilities of  coverture  had  been  removed  by  a  decree  of  the 
chancellor,  under  tlie  general  statute  (Code,  §  2731) ;  and  the 
plaintiffs'  debts  in  each  case,  on  which  their  respective  actions 
were  founded,  were  contracted  by  her,  in  the  purchase  of  goods 
from  them,  after  the  rendition  of  that  decree.  Each  or  the 
actions  was  commenced  by  attachment,  sued  out  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  was  fraudulently  disposing  of  her  property ; 
and  each  was  levied  on  a  stock  of  goods  and  merchandise,  with 
which  she  was  carrying  on  business  in  her  own  name,  in  Union- 
town  in  said  county.  The  defendant  moved  to  dissolve  the 
attachment  in  each  case,  and  filed  pleas  in  abatement  on  ac- 
count of  her  coverture ;  which  motion  and  plea  were  overruled 
by  the  court.  The  declaration  alleged,  in  each  case,  that  the 
defendant  was  relieved  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  on  her 
own  petition,  by  a  decree  of  Chancellor  Austill,  rendered  on 
the  4th  September,  1875,  before  the  debts  with  plaintiffs  were 
contracted ;  and  there  was,  in  each  case,  a  demurrer  to  the 
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complaint,  and  a  motion  to  strike  it  from  the  files,  botli  of 
which  were  overruled  and  refused.  The  decision  of  this  court 
renders  it  unnecessary  to  notice  these  several  rulings.  The 
trial  was  had  on  issue  joined  on  the  plea  of  non  assuTnpsit. 

On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  the  plaintiffs 
read  in  evidence  a  certified  transcript  of  the  proceedings  had 
in  the  chancery  cause,  under  which  the  defendant  was  relieved 
of  the  disabilities  of  coverture.  The  petition  in  said  cause 
was  filed  in  the  Chancery  Court  of  Mobile,  on  the  8th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1S75,  and  was  in  these  words:  "The  petition  of  Caro- 
line M.  Cohen  shows,  that  she  is  a  resident  and  citizen  of  the 
city  and  county  of  Mobile,  in  the  State  of  Alabama ;  and  she 
files  this  her  petition,  by  her  next  friend,  Henry  Kaufman,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  relieved  from  the  disabilities  of  coverture, 
and  made  a  free-dealer,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
Alabama,  she  being  a  married  woman,  and  that  she  be  invested 
with  the  right  to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and  mortgage  real  and 
personal  property,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  femme  sole.,  and 
to  be  declared  a  femme  sole  for  the  purposes  aforesaid ;  that 
her  husband  is  named  Meyer  Cohen,  and  he  is  a  citizen  and 
resident  of  Mobile  city  and  county,  in  the  State  of  Alabama; 
that  your  petitioner  has  been  his  wife  for  many  years,  and  he 
is  willing,. and  consents  in  writing,  that  this  her  petition  shall 
and  may  be  granted  and  decreed  by  your  honor.  Wherefore, 
your  petitioner  prays  that  your  honor  will  decree  and  order 
that  your  petitioner  be  relieved  from  the  disabilities  of  cover- 
ture, and  be  declared  a  femme  sole,  with  the  right  to  buy,  sell, 
hold,  convey  and  mortgage  real  and  personal  estate  and  prop- 
erty, and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  femnne  sole  /  and  your  peti- 
tioner, as  in  duty  bound,  will  ever  pray." 

On  the  same  day,  the  assent  in  writing  of  the  petitioner's 
husband,  to  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  was  filed ;  and  the  chan- 
cellor thereupon  rendered  the  following  decree,  dated  "At 
chambers,  in  vacation.  Mobile,  Sept.  4th,  1875  :"  "This  is  a 
petition  of  Mrs.  Caroline  M.  Cohen,  a  married  woman,  by  her 
next  friend,  Henry  Kaufman,  to  be  relieved  of  the  disabilities 
of  coverture  for  certain  purposes,  and  comes  on  to  be  heard  in 
vacation.  It  appears  that  Meyer  Cohen,  the  husband  of  the 
petitioner,  files  his  written  consent  that  his  wife,  the  petitioner, 
may  have  the  relief  prayed  for.  Wherefore,  upon  considera- 
tion, it  is  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  the  petitioner, 
Caroline  M.  Cohen,  be,  and  she  is  hereby,  relieved  of  the  dis- 
abilities of  coverture,  so  far  as  to  invest  her  with  the  power  to 
buy,  sell,  hold  and  convey  and  mortgage  real  and  personal 
property,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  femme  sole.  It  is  further 
ordered,  that  the  petitioner  and  her  next  friend  pay  the  costs 
of  this  petition,"  &c. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Wlien  tills  transcript  was  offered  in  evidence  on  tlie  trial, 
the  defendant  ohjected  to  its  admission  as  evidence,  '*  because 
said  petition  did  not  allege  that  the  petitioner  owned  or  pos- 
sessed any  separate  estate  whatever  at  the^  time  said  petition 
was  tiled,  and  because  the  chancellor's  decree  did  not  and  could 
not  authorize  the  said  defendant  (petitioner)  to  fasten  any  per- 
sonal liability  on  herself;"  which  objections  the  court  over- 
ruled, and  the  defendant  excepted.  The  plaintiffs  proved, 
also,  in  each  case,  the  contracts  which  were  the  consideration 
of  the  debts  sued  for,  being  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  them 
to  defendant,  at  various  times,  subsequent  to  the  rendition  of 
said  decree;  while  the  defendant  adduced  evidence  showing 
that,  at  the  several  dates  when  the  goods  were  sold  and  deliv- 
ered, "she  was  conducting  a  general  merchandising  business  in 
Fniontown,  and  said  gooSs  were  sold  to  her  by  plaintiffs  for 
the  purposes  of  trade." 

On  the  evidence  adduced,  all  of  which  is  set  out  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  that  they  must  find 
for  the  plaintiffs,  if  they  believed  the  evidence;  and  refused 
to  charge  the  jury,  on  the  written  request  of  the  defendant, 
''that  the  chancellors  decree  did  not  authorize  the  defendant 
to  engage  in  a  general  merchandise  business,  or  to  bind  hei*sclf 
pai'sonally  for  goods  purchased  in  the  usual  course  of  trade." 
To  the  charge  given,  and  to  the  refusal  of  the  charge  requested, 
the  defendant  duly  excepted. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  and 
in  the  matter  of  charges  given  and  refused,  are  now  assigned 
as  error. 

Thos.  Seay,  Bkooks  &  Roy,  and  J.  W.  Bush,  for  appellant. 
(1.)  The  statute  under  which  the  decree  was  rendered,  here  set 
up  Jis  the  foundation  of  the  defendant's  liability,  was  intended 
to  enable  a  married  woman  to  utilize  her  separate  estate,  by 
removing  some  of  the  restrictions  imposed  by  existing  statutes; 
and  it  can  only  be  invoked  by  a  married  woman  who  owns  a 
separate  estate,  statutory  or  equitable.  The  petition  in  this 
case  did  not  allege,  and  there  was  no  attempt  to  show,  that 
Mrs.  Cohen  owned  any  estate  whatever ;  and  the  want  of  this 
jurisdictional  averment  renders  the  proceeding  void.  (2.)  A 
decree  rendered  under  this  statute,  if  founded  on  a  sufficient 
petition,  does  not  enable  a  married  woman  to  bind  herself  perr 
sonally  by  her  contracts,  nor  to  euijage  in  business  in  her  own 
name  as  a  merchant. — Flatton  v.  Weir,  19  Ala.  127;  Dreyfus 
V.  Wolfe,  65  Ala.  496  ;  Davis  v.  Millett,  34  Maine,  429  ;  SUtver 
V.  Alc'oU,  11  Mich.  471 ;  Bank  v.  Partee,  99  L'.  S.  325;  Wil- 
liams V.  Haxpoard,  117  Mass.  532.  (3.)  If  Mrs.  Clohen  holds 
any  estate  under  the  decree,  it  is  a  separate  estate ;  and  whether 
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it  be  statutory  or  equitable,  this  action  must  fail.  If  her  estate 
be  equitable,  it  can  only  be  subjected  by  bill  in  equity ;  and  if 
statutory,  it  can  not  be  reached  by  attachjnent. — McMullen 
V.  Zockwood,  64  Ala.  56 ;  Zee  v.  Byall,  68  Ala.  354. 

Pettus  &  Dawson,  and  Macartney  &  Clarke,  contra.  (No 
brief  on  file.) 

STONE,  J. — Amending  a  former  statute,  the  legislature,  by 
act  approved  February  10,  1875  (Pamph.  Acts,  194;  Code  of 
1876,  §  2731),  enacted:  "That  the  several  chancellors  in  this 
State,  either  in  terra  time  or  in  vacation,  are  hereby  authorized 
and  empowered  to  relieve  married  women  of  the  disabilities  of 
coverture,  as  to  their  statutory  and  other  separate  estates,  so  far 
as  to  invest  them  with  the  right  to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and 
mortgage  real  and  personal  property,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as 
femines  sole,  whenever  the  wife,  by  her  next  friend,  shall  file 
her  petition  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  district  in  which 
she  resides,  praying  that  she  be  decreed,  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said, to  be  declared  a  femme  sole.'''' 

Interpreting  this  statute  by  its  own  language,  we  find  the 
purpose  of  the  enactment  was,  to  relieve  married  women  of 
the  disabilities  of  coverture ;  not  to  relieve  them  of  such  disabili- 
ties in  all  respects,  but  only  so  far  as  those  disabilities  affect 
their  "  statutory  and  other  separate  estates."  And  as  to  sepa- 
rate estates,  the  relief  granted  to  them  is  not  unlimited.  They 
are  not  made  free-dealers.  The  relief  from  marital  disabilities 
is,  and  can  extend  only,  "so  far  as  to  invest  them  with  the  right 
to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and  mortgage  real  and  personal  prop- 
perty,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  fennaes  sole.'"'  None  of  these 
rights  or  powers  could  a  married  woman  exercise  at  common 
law ;  nor,  under  our  statutes,  known  as  the  "  woman's  law," 
could  she  exercise  any  of  them,  except  to  sue  and  be  sued  in 
her  own  name ;  and  even  that  right  was  confined  to  her  stat- 
utory separate  estate.  She  could  hold  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, but  it  vested  in  her  husband  ais  her  trustee.  She  could 
could  neither  buy,  sell,  nor  convey,  without  the  concurring  as- 
sent and  act  of  her  husband.  The  statute  empowered  her, 
when  relieved,  to  do  these  enumerated  acts  as  a  femme  sole, 
without  the  concurrence,  and  against  the  consent  of  her  hus- 
band. 

In  Dreyfus  v.  Wolfe,  65  Ala.  496,  we  were  required  to  pro- 
nounce on  one  phase  of  this  statute.  We  said  :  "  It  can  not  be 
successfully  gainsaid,  that  as  far  as  the  statute  extends,  Mrs. 
Dreyfus  is  clothed  with  all  the  civil  powers  of  a  femme  sole, 
and  her  coverture  opposes  no  obstacle  to  the  assertion  of  rights 
and  liabilities,  whether  made  by  her  or  against  her.     The  rulings 
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of  this  court,  from  the  very  commencement,  have  been,  that 
our  statutes,  securing  to  married  women  their  separate  estates, 
do  not  constitute  them  fenimes  sole,  or  free-dealers.  They  are 
under  all  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  except  to  the  extent  the 
statutes  confer  powers  on  them.  The  clauses  conferring  on 
them  powers,  we  have  construed  as  enabling;  we  have  some- 
times said,  narrowly  enabling.  The  act  oi  Febniary  10th, 
1875,  was  evidently  conceived  in  the  same  spirit — that  of  en- 
abling the  wife  to  do  what,  theretofore,  she  had  no  power  to 
do.  It  does  not,  in  general  terms,  constitute  her  a  free-dealer, 
or  confer  on  her  all  the  powers  of  a  feinme  sole.  ...  It  does 
not  confer  the  power  to  make  general  contracts." 

We  have  seen  no  reason  for  departing  from  this  interpreta- 
tion of  the  statute.  So,  in  Ashfora  v.  Watkins,  at  the  last  term 
(70  Ala.  156),  speaking  of  this  statute,  we  said,  it  "is  a  delega- 
tion to  the  chancellor,  not  to  the  Chancery  Court,  of  a  power 
that  prior  to  its  enactment  the  General  Assembly  had  reserved 
to  itself,  not  delegating  it  to  any  judicial  officer.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  the  statute,  the  chancellor  could  not  exercise  •  the 
power,  .  .  .  The  power  conferred  is  not  the  general,  pre- 
rogative power  the  General  Assembly  had  been  accustomed  to 
exercise,  of  removing  entirely  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  or 
of  removing  only  partially,  or  of  investing  them  with  capacity 
to  make  particular  contracts,  or  to  make  particular  dispositions 
of  projierty.  The  power  is  precisely  defined,  and  is,  '  to  relieve 
married  women  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  as  to  their  stat- 
utory and  other  separate  estates,  so  far  as  to  invest  them  with 
the  right  to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and  mortgage  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  feinmes  sole!'  This 
is  the  power,  and  there  seems  to  have  been  much  of  legislative 
caution  in  the  expression.  A  general  capacity  to  contract  is 
carefully  withheld.  The  only  contracts  authorized,  are  such  as 
touch  and  concern  property."  There  is  then  a  reference  to, 
and  an  approval  of  the  doctrine  declared  in  Dreyfxis  v.  Wolfe, 
65  Ala.  496. 

The  statute  under  discussion  is  certainly  enabling.  It  cre- 
ates a  new  jurisdiction,  not  before  exercised  by  the  Chancery 
Court,  and  authorizes  the  chancellor  to  exercise  that  jurisdic- 
tion, "either  in  term  time  or  in  vacation."  It  is  a  mere  statu- 
tory power,  outside  of  the  general  routine  of  judicial  pro- 
ceeding!;  and,  to  be  valid,  the  statute  must  be  strictly  con- 
formed to.  What  are  the  essentials  to  put  this  statutorv  juris- 
diction into  exercise  ?  The  petitioner  must  be  a  married  wo- 
man. The  statute  provides  for  none  other.  She  must  have  an 
estate,  for  the  powers  of  the  chancellor  can  be  invoked  and  ex- 
ercised only  in  reference  to  her  estate.  The  estate  must  be 
separate,  either  statutory  or  otherwise.     Such  is  the  statute,  and 
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the  cliancellor  s  power  is  confined  by  the  statute  to  that  descrip- 
tion of  estate.  We  say,  she  must  have  an  estate.  Courts  pro- 
nounce on  existing  rights,  and  existing  conditions ;  not  on  fu- 
ture possibilities.  A  petition  under  this  statute,  averring  that 
tlie  petitioner  liad  no  estate,  statutory  or  otlierwise,  would  cer- 
tainly be  demurrable.  The  chancellor  would  not  pronounce 
judgment  on  a  mere  abstraction,  or  imaginary  case.  A  real 
subject  of  judicial  inquiry  must  be  before  the  court.  A  pro- 
ceeding to  obtain  the  judgment  of  the  court  as  to  a  right  of 
property,  when  there  is  no  such  property  in  existence,  is  cer- 
tainly an  anomaly.  The  statute  requires  that  such  petition 
shall  pray  that  the  petitioner  "  be  decreed,  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  a  femrne  sole.''''  The  purposes  aforesaid  are,  relief 
from  "  the  disabilities  of  coverture  as  to  her  statutory  and  other 
separate  estates."  How  can  she  be  under  disabilities,  when  she 
has  no  estate  ?  And  how  can  the  chancellor  confer  on  her  pow- 
ers over  that  she  has  not,  and  never  may  acquire'^ 

The  petition  found  in  these  records,  under  which  it  is  claimed 
Mrs.  Cohen  was  relieved  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  is  fa- 
tally defective  in  substance,  and  did  not  put  this  statutory  power 
of  the  chancellor  into  exercise.  It  entirely  omits  to  aver  she 
had  any  estate  of  any  kind,  statutory  or  otherwise ;  and  thus 
fails  to  show  she  was  entitled  to  the  relief  the  statute  offers. 
A  failure  to  make  a  jurisdictional  averment,  in  statutory  pro- 
ceedings like  this,  is  equivalent  to  an  admission  that  there  is  no 
fact  on  which  to  base  such  averment.  The  chancellor  never 
having  acquired  jurisdiction,  the  whole  proceeding  was  and  is 
void. — Ashford  v.  Watkins,  supra  ',  Tyscni  v.  Brown^  64  Ala. 
244 ;  Wyman  v.  Campbell^  6  Por.  219 ;  2  Brick.  Digest,  464, 
§§1,6. 

It  results  from  what  we  have  said  above,  that  Mrs.  Cohen 
never  was  empowered  to  enter  into  contracts  of  purchase,  and 
her  plea  of  coverture  was  a  perfect  defense  to  these  actions.  • 

Other  very  grave  questions,  arising  under  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 10th,  1875,  have  been  argued  before  us.  What  we  have 
said  above  renders  their  decision  unnecessary. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
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Nordlinger  v,  Gordon. 

Stututnry  Trial  of  Right  of  Property  in  Bales  of  Cotton. 

1.  What  defects  in  process  are  araUahU  to  claimant. — On  a  statuton' 
trial  o(  the  right  of  property,  the  claimant  can  not  take  advantage  of  any 
defects  nr  irregularities  in  the  process  which  render  ft  merely  voidable  at 
the  instance  oTthe  defendant;  but,  if  the  pr.)cess  is  void  on  its  face,  he 
may  defeat  the  plaintiflPs  claim  by  setting  up  such  invalidity. 

2.  Notary  public;  power  to  issue  attachment. — A  notary  public,  who  is 
also  ex  officio  a  justice  of  the  peace,  has  no  power  or  authority  to  issue  an 
attachment  returnable  to  the  Circuit  Court. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Perrj. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  S.  W.  John,  an  attorney  of  the  court, 
selected  by  the  parties  on  account  of  the  disqualification  of  the 
presidfng  judge. 

This  was  a  statutory  trial  of  the  riffht  of  property  in  and  to 
three  bales  of  cotton,  between  F.  J.  Gordon,  plaintiff  in  attach- 
ment against  Ivey  Fuller,  and  A.  S.  Nordlinger  as  claimant. 
The  plaintiff's  attachment  was  issued  by  R.  W.  Nicolson,  a 
notary  public,  and  ex  ojjicio  justice  of  the  peace,  and  was  re- 
turnable to  the  Circuit  Court.  The  claimant  moved  to  dissolve 
the  attachment,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  void  for  want  of  au- 
thority in  said  Nicolson  to  issue  it ;  and  the  overruling  of  this 
motion  is,  with  other  matters,  now  assigned  as  error. 

Brooks  <fe  Roy,  for  appellants. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J.— The  claimant,  in  a  trial  of  the  right  of 
property,  can  not  take  advantage  of  defects  or  irregularities  in 
tlie  process  levied  on  the  property  which  render  it  merely  void- 
able. These  are  available  only  to  the  defendant  in  the  process, 
upon  some  direct  proceeding  for  its  vacation  or  abatement,  and 
are  not  subject  to  be  inquired  into  collaterally,  either  by  a  party 
or  a  stranger  to  the  process.  But,  if  the  process  is  on  its  face 
void,  not  authorizing  the  seizure  of  the  property,  the  claimant 
is  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  its  invalidity. — ^ro^on  v.  Hurt, 
31  Ala.  146 ;  Matthmos  v.  Sa/nds,  29  Ala.lSG.  The  issue  be- 
tween the  claimant  and  the  plaintiff  is,  the  liability  of  the  prop- 
erty to  the  process.  If  the  process  is  void  on  its  face,  the  prop- 
erty can  not  be  liable  to  seizure  under  it,  and  the  plaintiff  can 
have  no  right  to  its  condemnation,  whatever  may  be  the  right 


240  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Wiggins  V.  Newberry.] 

of  the  claimant  to  it.  When  the  process  is  not  void,  the  claim- 
ant must  succeed  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title — he  can  not 
be  permitted  to  defeat  the  levy,  and  support  his  own  claim,  by 
showing  that  the  title  resided  in  any  other  person  than  himself. 
2  Brick.  Dig.  480,  §  67.  But,  when  the  process  is  void,  a  dif- 
ferent question  arises.  It  is  only  a  plaintiff  in  an  execution  or 
attachment  capable  of  levy  on  the  property,  who  can  enter  in- 
to the  trial,  and  form  with  the  claimant  the  issue,  whether  the 
property  is  liable  to  the  process. 

The  attachment  levied  upon  the  cotton,  of  which  the  trial  of 
the  right  of  property  was  claimed,  w^as  issued  by  a  notary  pub- 
lic, and  ex  officio  justice  of  the  peace,  returnable  to  the  Circuit 
Court.  We  have  heretofore  decided,  that  such  a  notary  is  with- 
out power  or  jurisdiction  to  issue  an  attachment  returnable  to 
the  Circuit  Court. —  Yann  &  Waugh  v.  Adams,  71  Ala.  475. 
The  writ  is  consequently  void,  and  should,  on  the  motion  of 
the  appellant,  have  been  quashed. — Stevenson  v.  O^Hara,  27 
Ala.  362;  Matthews  v.  Sands,  29  Ala.  136.  As  this  conclusion 
is  probably  decisive  of  the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  other  assignments  of  error. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Wiggins  V.  Newberry. 

Petition  hy  Widow  for  Assignment  of  Dower. 

1.  Dower;  when  widow,  having  separate  estate,  is  not  entitled  to. — "When 
it  is  shown  that  the  value  of  the  liusband's  lands  does  not  exceed  $350, 
and  that  the  widow  owned,  at  the  time  of  her  husband's  death, 
lands  worth  more  than  $100  as  her  statutory  estate  (Code,  §  2715),  she  is 
not  entitled  to  dower. 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Court  of  Monroe. 

In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Mrs.  Abigail  S.  Wiggins, 
the  widow  of  James  Wiggins,  deceased,  for  an  assignment  of 
dower  in  the  lands  which  belonged  to  her  said  husband  at  the 
time  of  his  death.  James  Wiggins  died  in  July,  1869.  The 
petition  was  filed  in  September,  1882,  and  was  contested  by 
some  of  the  heirs.  On  the  evidence  adduced,  all  of  which  is 
set  out  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  court  held  that  the  peti- 
tioner was  not  entitled  to  dower,  and  therefore  dismissed  her 
petition  ;  and  this  ruling  and  decree,  to  which  an  exception  was 
reserved,  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Vol.  Lxxii. 
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S.  J.  Gumming,  for  appellant. 

D.  S.  Neville,  contra. 

STONE,  J. — The  testimony  bearing  on  the  question  of  value 
of  the  lands,  in  which  dower  is  claimed,  fixes  it  at  from  two 
hundred  and  fifty,  to  three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  The  in- 
testate leaving  children,  the  widow's  claim  of  dower  would  be 
a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  the  land  in  value.  Conceding  the 
highest  valuation — $350 — the  value  of  one-third  of  it  in  fee 
would  be  §116.67.  Mrs.  Wiggins  herself  testifies,  that  at  the 
time  of  her  husband's  death  she  owned  an  interest  in  the  claim 
on  Dees,  for  lands  sold  to  him  in  which  she  had  an  interest,  on 
which  she  realized  $100,  after  her  husband's  death.  She  after- 
wards realized  an  additional  sum,  not  fully  stated,  but  probably 
$100  more.  Looking  alone  to  the  first  collection  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars,  which  was  her  separate  estate,  and  owned  by  her 
at  her  husband's  death,  it  is  manifest  the  absolute  ownership 
of  that  sum  was  of  greater  value  than  a  mere  life  estate  in  $116.67. 
The  Probate  Court  did  not  err  in  dismissing  the  petition  for 
dower. — Code  of  1876,  §  2715  ;  BiUingslea  v.  Glenn,  45  Ala. 
540. 

We  have  taken  no  account  of  the  cattle,  because  the  testi- 
mony leaves  us  in  doubt  whether  they  belonged  to  the  husband 
or  the  wife.     At  all  events,  she  had  the  benefit  of  them. 

What  we  have  said  relates  to  the  claim  of  dower.  It  may  be 
that  the  widow  is  entitled  to  homestead  exemption  during  her 
life,  in  eighty  acres  of  the  land,  under  the  constitution  of  1868. 
Art.  14,  §§  2,  3,  5. 


Ex  parte  Dunklin. 

Application  for  Mandairms  in  matter  of  Habeas  Corpus. 

1.  Proceedings  before  justice  of  Oie  peace,  under  warrant  of  arrest. 
When  a  person  is  arrested  on  a  charee  of  vagrancy,  or  other  offense  of 
which  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  (Co<le,  §  4628),  and  brought 
before  a  justice  for  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  iustice,  unless  the  defend- 
ant demands  a  trial  by  .jury,  "  to  determine  both  the  law  and  the  facts, 
and  award  the  punishment  which  the  law  may  demand"  (^  4697) ;  but, 
if  the  defendant  demands  a  trial  by  jury,  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  try  him,  but  is  re«iuired  to  bind  him  over  to  appear  at  the  next  term 
of  tlie  Circuit  (or  City)  Court,  to  answer  the  charge  (^4695),  and,  on  his 
failure  to  give  bond  as  required,  to  commit  him  to  the  county  jail  until 
the  next  term  of  said  court. 
16 
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2.  Habeas  corpus ;  who  not  entitled  to. — A  person  who  is  in  the  county 
jail,  under  a  mittimus  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  he 
was  brought  on  a  charge  of  vagracy,  and,  demanding  a  trial  by  jury,  was 
required  to  give  bond  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  committed  to  jail  on  failing  to  give  such  bond,  is  not  entitled 
to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

In  this  case,  Prince  Dunklin  applied  by  petition  and  motion 
to  this  court  for  a  writ  of  mandamus,  to  be  directed  to  Hon. 
JoNA.  Haralson,  the  presiding  judge  of  the  City  Court  of  Sel- 
ma,  commanding  him  to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  cmyus  as  prayed 
by  the  petitioner,  to  inquire  into  the  legality  of  his  imprison- 
ment in  the  county  jail  of  Dallas.  The  petition,  with  the  ac- 
companying papers,  alleged  and  showed  that,  on  the  27th  March, 
1888,  the  petitioner  was  arrested  on  a  charge  of  vagrancy  in 
abandoning  his  family,  on  a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  founded  on  an  affidavit  made  by  Jincey  Dunklin,  his 
wife ;  that  "  when  brought  before  the  justice  for  trial,  and  be- 
fore any  trial  proceedings  had  been  commenced,  petitioner  de- 
manded a  trial  by  jury  ;"  that  said  justice  thereupon,  "without 
any  examination  of  witnesses  or  other  evidence,"  as  the  peti- 
tion alleged,  required  him  to  enter  into  bond  in  the  sum  of 
$100,  with  two  good  sureties,  conditioned  for  his  appearance  at 
the  next  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Dallas  county  to  answer 
the  charge,  and  committed  him  to  jail  on  his  failure  to  give 
such  bond ;  that  the  petitioner  then  applied  to  Judge  Haralson 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  contending  that  he  was  illegally  re- 
strained of  his  liberty ;  and  that  the  writ  was  refused  by  Judge 
Haralson.  The  'mittimus  of  the  justice  was  addressed  to  the 
jailor,  and  in  these  words :  "  Prince  Dunklin,  charged  with  the 
offense  of  vagrancy  in  abandoning  his  family,  demands  a  jury ; 
you  are  therefore  commanded  to  receive  him  into  your  custody, 
and  detain  him  until  he  is  legally  discharged  by  law."  A  copy 
of  this  mittimus  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  petition  for  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus ;  and  a  copy  of  that  petition,  with  the 
refusal  of  Judge  Haralson  to  grant  the  writ,  was  made  an  ex- 
hibit to  the  petition  to  this  court.  The  proceedings  had  before 
the  justice  are  only  shown  by  the  allegations  of  the  petition. 

B,  F.  Saffold,  for  the  petitioner. 

STONE,  J. — The  offense  with  which  the  prisoner  was 
charged  is  a  misdemeanor,  and  the  statute  confers  on  justices 
of  the  peace  jurisdiction  to  try  and  punish  persons  guilty  of 
the  offense,  unless,  before  entering  on  the  trial,  the  accused  de- 
mands a  trial  by  jury.— Code  of  1876,  §§  4628,  4696.  And  on 
such  trial  the  justice  "must  determine  both  the  law  and  the 
facts,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  award  the  pun- 
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ishment  which  the  oflFense  may  demand." — Ilj.  §  4697.  If  con- 
victed, the  defendant  has  the  right  of  appeal. — Ih.  %  4700. 
Now,  all  these  provisions  relate  to  cases  where  the  offender  is 
brought  l)efore  the  justice,  not  for  preliminary  examination, 
but  for  final  trial  and  judgment  of  guilty  or  not  guilty.  The 
justice,  for  such  trials,  is  constituted  a  criminal  court  of  oyer 
and  terminer^  with  jurisdiction  concurrent  with  that  of  the 
County  Courts. — Dj.  §  4628.  If,  when  brought  before  the  jus- 
tice, the  accused  desires  it,  he  may  demand  a  trial  by  jury  in 
the  first  instance;  and  if  he  does,  the  jurisdiction'of  the  justice 
to  determine  the  law  and  facts  is  at  an  end. — Ih.  §  4695.  The 
statute  defines  what  is  then  the  duty  of  the  justice.  He  must 
require  the  accused  "to  enter  into  bond,  with  good,  sureties, 
conditioned  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit 
or  City  Court  of  the  county,  to  answer  the  charge ;  and,  failing 
to  give  such  bond,  must  be  committed  to  the  county  jail,"  &c. 
This  is  a  complete  and  entire  system  within  itself,  independent 
of,  and  different  from  preliminary  proceedings  before  a  justice 
as  a  committing  magistrate. — Sale  v.  The  State^  68  Ala.  53t). 
When  a  jury  trial  is  claimed  in  such  case,  the  justice  heare  no 
testimony,  and  pronounces  no  judgment  on  the  probabilities  of 
the  defendant's  guilt.  He  performs  his  whole  duty,  when  he 
fixes  the  penalty,  and  approves  the  bond;  or,  failing  to  obtain 
it,  commits  the  accused  to  prison  for  safe  custody.  This  com- 
mitment is  not  as  punishment,  but  to  secure  the  appearance  of 
the  defendant  to  answer  the  charge  to  be  preferred  against  him. 
It  is  not  unlike  the  proceeding  when  one,  brought  up  for  pre- 
liminary trial,  obtains  an  adjournment  of  the  hearing  until  a 
later  day,  on  account  of  absent  witnesses,  or  for  some  other 
cause ;  or,  perchance,  the  continuance  may  be  granted  at  the 
instance  of  the  State.  In  either  case,  the  accused,  if  he  desire 
his  liberty,  can  not  complain  of  an  order  requiring  him  to  give 
bond  for  nis  appearance,  and,  failing,  that  he  remain  in  custody. 
And  yet  all  this  takes  place  beiore  any  testimony  is  heard. 
Code,  §  4673.  See,  as  to  preliminary  proceedings  before  a  ma- 
gistrate. Chapter  4,  Title  3,  Part  5,  commencing  with  section 
4647  of  the  Code. 

There  neither  had  been,  nor  could  there  have  been,  any  pre- 
liminary examination  in  this  case.  The  demand  of  a  jury  trial 
had  precluded  such  examination,  till  the  session  of  the  Circuit 
or  City  Court  at  which  the  accused  was  required  to  appear. 

In  support  of  the  petition,  we  are  referred  to  Ex  parte  Mor 
hone,  30  Ala.  49;  Ex  parte  Burnett,  Ih.  461 ;  and  Ex  parte 
Champion,  52  Ala.  311.  In  each  of  those  cases,  there  had 
been  a  preliminary  examination  and  commitment  by  a  magis- 
trate. Neither  oi  those  cases  is  an  authority  against  the  views 
expressed  above.     The  case  Ex  parte  State,  ex  rel.  Brooks, 
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51  Ala.  60,  shows  nothing  bearing  on  the  subject  presented  by 
this  record. 

The  petitioner  shows  no  right  to  the  writ  oi  habeas  corpuSy 
and  the  prayer  of  his  petition  must  be  refused. 

Motion  denied. 


Kelly  V.  The  State, 

Indictment  f 07'  Burglary. 

1.  Sufficiency  of  indictment,  in  description  of  building,  goods,  &c. — An 
indictment  which  charges  that  the  defendant,  with  intent  to  steal, 
"broke  into  and  entered  the  store  of  J.  H.,  in  which  goods  or  merchan- 
dise, things  of  value,  were  at  the  time  kept,  for  use,  sale,  or  deposit" 
(Code,  §  4343),  is  sufficient,  without  any  further  averment  of  the  value 
of  the  goods. 

2.  Confessions ;  when  voluntary  and  admissible. — A  confession  by  a 
person  accused  is  not  necessarily  voluntary  and  admissible,  because  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  made  testifies  that  he  used  no  promises  nor 
threats  to  induce  a  confession  ;  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  is  it  rendered  in- 
voluntary and  inadmissible,  because  the  person  to  whom  it  was  made, 
not  being  an  officer,  or  in  authority,  exhorted  him  to  speak  the  truth,  or 
told  him  that  it  would  be  better  (or  best)  for  him  to  tell  the  truth. 

3.  Same. — The  witness  in  this  case,  testifying  to  the  prisoner's  con- 
fessions while  in  custody,  said  that  he  used  no  promises  nor  threats  to 
induce  a  confession,  but  added :  "  I  said  to  him,  '  You  have  got  your  foot 
in  it,  and  somebody  else  was  with  you ;  now,  if  you  did  break  open  the  door, 
the  best  thing  you  can  do  is  to  tell  all  about  it,  and  to  tell  loho  was  with  you, 
and  to  tell  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth.'  I  wanted 
to  produce  the  impression  on  his  mind  that  it  was  best  for  him  to  tell  all 
about  it,  and  I  did  produce  that  impression  before  he  would  tell  me." 
Held,  that  the  confession  ought  to  have  been  excluded. 

4.  Interrogating  accused  on  preliminary  examination. — The  practice  of 
examining  or  interrogating  an  accused  person,  by  the  magistrate,  pend- 
ing the  preliminary  investigation  or  examination,  is  unwarranted  by  the 
principles  of  the  common  law,  is  not  authorized  by  any  existing  statute, 
and  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  constitutional  provision  which  de- 
clares that  no  person  shall  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  himself ; 
and  statements  or  confessions  made  by  the  accused,  in  response  to  ques- 
tions thus  propounded  by  the  magistrate,  are  not  competent  evidence 
against  him. 

Fkom  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tlie  material  facts  in  tliis  case  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court.  The  transcript  of  the  record  has  never  come  into 
the  hands  of  the  reporter. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  for  the  appellant. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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SOMERVILLE,  J.— In  the  case  of  Hendersfm  v.  The  State, 
decided  at  the  last  term,  we  held,  that  where  an  indictment, 
framed  under  section  4343  of  the  Code  of  1876,  describes  the 
specific  class  of  articles  mentioned  in  the  statute  as  kept  in 
certain  described  buildings,  for  use,  sale,  or  deposit,  as  "6ro6»<f«," 
or  "  merchandise^''^  no  averment  need  be  made  that  thej  are 
valuable,  the  statute  itself  conclusively  presuming  that  they  are 
so.  But,  if  the  thing  deposited  is  alleged  to  l3e  anything  else 
than  goods  or  merchandise,  it  must  be  averred  to  be  valuable, 
although  its  particular  value  in  dollars  and  cents  need  not  be 
stated.  The  present  indictment  charges,  that  the  defendant 
"broke  into  and  entered  the  store  of  J.  H.  Hawkins,  in  which 
goods  or  merchandise,  things  of  value,  were  at  the  time  kept, 
for  use,  sale  or  deposit,  with  intent  to  steal."  This  was  clearly 
sufficient. — Henderson'' s  case,  70  Ala.  23  ;  Ncrrris  v.  The  State, 
50  Ala.  126 ;  Clark's  Cr.  Dig.  §  86,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  confessions  made  by  the  prisoner  to  the  witnesses  Cor- 
nutt  and  Lawler,  should,  in  our  opinion,  have  been  excluded  as 
evidence.  True,  it  is  stated  by  these  witnesses,  that  they  made 
no  threats,  or  promises,  by  which  to  educe  such  confessions. 
This,  however,  is  but  the  statement  of  a  mere  opinion,  and  not 
of  a  fact,  as  the  evidence  imports  otherwise.  The  witness 
Lawler  testifies  a's  follows:  "I  said  to  him  (defendant),  ''Ymi 
have  got  your  foot  in  it,  and  somehody  else  was  with  you. 
Noio,  if  you  did  Irrenk  open  the  door,  the  best  thing  you  can 
do  is  to  tell  all  ahout  it,  and  to  tell  who  was  loith  you^  and  to 
tell  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and  nothing  hut  the  truth.''  I 
wanted  to  produce  the  impression  on  his  mind,  that  it  icas  best 
for  him  to  tell  all  ahout  it,  [and]  I  did  produce  that  impresson 
before  he  would  tell  me."  This  was  said  in  presence  of  the 
witness  Cornutt,  who,  as  constable,  held  the  defendant  under 
arrest  at  the  time. 

It  is  no  doubt  the  sounder  doctrine,  that  a  mere  adjuration 
to  speak  the  truth,  addressed  to  a  prisoner,  will  not  authorize  a 
confession  induced  by  it  to  be  excluded,  where  no  threats  or 
promises  are  applied. — Whart.  Cr.  Ev,  §§  647,  652,  654 ;  Aaron 
V.  The  State,  37  Ala.  106.  Nor  can  a  promise,  or  inducement, 
be  implied  from  the  exhortation  that  it  is  hest  or  hetter  to  tell  the 
truth,  it  having  been  frequently  so  adjudged. — King  v.  The 
StaU,  40  Ala.  Z\^:\  Aarm\\  case,  37  Ala.  106;  Whart.  Cr.  Ev. 
§  647 ;  2  Lead.  Cr.  Cases,  189.  But  the  rule  is  otherwise, 
where  the  part}'  has  been  told,  by  a  person  in  authority,  that  it 
is  better  for  him  to  confess,  or  that  he  will  be  bettered  l>y  say- 
ing a  particular  thing. — 1  Phil.  Ev.,  4th  Araer.  Ed.,  542-3  ; 
Wliart.  Cr.  Ev.  §^  651,  654;  1  Whart.  Amer.  L.  ^  686. 

The  exhortation  to  the  prisoner  did  not  stop  with  adjuring 
him  to  tell  the  truth,  or  only  with  telling  him  that  the  best 
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thing  he  could  do  was  to  tell  all  about  it,  in  the  event  he  was 
guilty  of  the  breaking.  It  goes  further,  by  assuming  his  guilt, 
and  by  assuming  also  that  the  prisoner  was  accompanied  by  one 
or  more  accomplices ;  and  he  is  told,  in  effect,  that  it  would  be 
best  for  him  to  tell  all  about  these  assumed  facts.  The  mani- 
fest impression  produced  on  the  prisoner's  mind  must  have 
been,  that  he  would,  in  some  unknown  manner,' fare  better  by 
confessing  his  guilt  of  the  crime  of  burglary  ;  and  this  induce- 
ment vitiates  any  confession  evoked  under  its  influence. 
Whart.  Ev.  §  651 ;  State  v.  York,  37  N.  H.  175  ;  Vaioghan  v. 
Com.,  17  Grat.  576 ;  Clark's  Man.  Cr.  L.  §  2948. 

If  we  are  to  understand  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the 
confessions  testified  to  by  the  witness  Lawler,  in  detail  of  the 
alleged  burglary,  followed  the  above  inducement,  or  were  elic- 
ited by  it,  as  we  think  is  its  correct  construction,  these  confes- 
sions were  improperly  admitted  to  go  before  the  jury. 

A  question  of  more  interest  and  practical  importance  re- 
mains yet  to  be  considered.  It  relates  to  an  alleged  confession, 
or  statement,  made  by  the  defendant  during  the  progress  of  a 
preliminary  investigation  before  a  magistrate.  During  the 
trial,  a  satchel  was  produced,  containing  some  of  the  goods 
taken  from  the  storehouse  which  was  alleged.to  have  been  bur- 
glariously entered.  The  magistrate,  thereupon,  interrogated 
the  prisoner,  ashing  him  if  he  knew  anything  ahont  these  goods, 
or  the  satchel  exhibited  to  him  The  prisoner  answered,  that  the 
satchel  was  like  one  owned  by  him,  which  he  had  thrown  into 
a  field  the  night  of  the  burglary,  and  which  was  proved  to  be 
found  where  the  prisoner  said  he  had  thrown  it.  This  occurred 
before  the  justice  had  rendered  his  decision,  in  the  presence  of 
twenty  or  thirty  spectators,  who  were  attending  the  trial,  and 
after  the  regular  witnesses  had  been  examined.  It  appears  in 
evidence,  that  the  prisoner  was  a  negro,  a  former  slave,  and 
without  education,  and  he  was  entirely  without  the  aid  or  ad- 
vice of  counsel.  This  statement  was  allowed  to  be  given  in 
evidence,  as  a  voluntary  confession  by  the  defiendant,  in  the 
trial  of  this  cause  before  the  Circuit  Court ;  and  this  ruling  of 
the  court  is  assigned  for  error. 

The  practice  of  examining  the  accused  is  known  to  have 
been  authorized,  as  a  familiar  and  odious  procedure  in  the  Ro- 
man jurisprudence,  and  still  exists  in  many  parts  of  continental 
Europe.  The  maxim  of  the  common  law,  however,  was.  Nemo 
tenetur  prodere  seijMumj  and,  therefoi'e,  as  observed  by  Mr. 
Greenleaf,  "no  examination  of  the  prisoner  himself  was  per- 
mitted in  England,  until  the  passage  of  the  statute  of  Philip 
and  Mary." — 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  224.  This  statute  was  amended 
by  11  and  12  Vict.,  c.  42,  and  14  and  15  Vict.,  c.  93,  and  has 
been  reproduced,  with   various  modifications,  in  some  of  the 

Vol.  lxxii. 
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States  of  the  American  Union.  These  statutes  protect  the 
riglits  of  the  accused,  by  many  wise  and  humane  safeguards, 
unnecessary  to  be  here  considered. — Whart.  Cr.  Ev.  §  666.  An 
enactment  existed  in  this  State,  at  its  earliest  history,  authoriz- 
ing such  an  examination,  by  requiring  the  justice  to  *'  proceed  '* 
to  take  the  voluntary  information  of  the  accused  in  writing. 
This  law  now  no  longer  exists,  having  been  long  since  ex- 
punged from  our  statute-books  by  legislative  repeal  or  amend- 
ment.— Aikin's  Ala.  Dig.  p.  116,  §  14;  Toulmm's  Laws  Ala. 
219. 

The  authority  to  make  an  examination  of  a  defendant,  under 
these  acts,  would  seem  to  imply  an  authority  on  the  part  of  the 
justice  to  put  questions  to  him  as  to  the  facts  proved  against 
him.  Sucn  was  the  construction  of  the  English  statutes  above 
alluded  to.— 2  Phil.  Ev.  (Cow.  H.  &  E.)  p.  241  ;  2  Lead.  Cr. 
Cases,  (B.  «fe  11.)  201.  Mr.  Greenleaf,  in  commenting  on  these 
statutes,  says:  "The  manner  of  the  examination  is,  therefore, 
particularly  regarded,  and  if  it  appears  that  the  prisoner  had 
not  been  left  wholly  free,  and  did  not  consider  himself  to  be  so, 
in  what  he  was  called  upon  to  say,  or  did  not  feel  himself  at 
liberty  wholly  to  decline  any  explanation  or  declaration  what- 
ever, the  examination  is  not  held  to  have  been  voluntary." — 1 
Greenl.  Ev.  §  225.  A  good  reason  for  this  conclusion, 
probably,  is  found  in  the  suggestion  of  the  same  author, 
elsewhere,  that  a  prisoner,  who  is  subjected  to  an  inquisitorial 
examination,  especially  when  he  is  unaided  and  unprotected  by 
the  presence  of  counsel,  has  his  mind  so  oppressed  by  his  ca- 
lamitous situation,  as  to  be  brought  under  "  the  influence  of 
disturbing  forces  against  which  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to 
protect  him." — 1  Greenl. -Ev.  §  226.  Unless  a  prisoner,  under 
such  circumstances,  comprehends  his  rights  fully,  and  is  in- 
formed by  the  court  that  his  refusal  to  answer  the  questions 
propounded  could  not  prejudice  his  case,  or  be  construed  as  an 
evidence  of  guilt,  any  responsive  confessions,  implicating  him 
in  the  crime  charged,  must,  in  our  opinion,  be  regarded  as  in- 
voluntary.—Whart.  Cr.  Ev.  §§  668-9 ;  State  v.  Rorie,  74  N. 
C.  148;  'l  Greenl.  Ev.  §  215,nofe  4;  Bex  v.  Greene,  5  C.  &  P. 
312;  Murphy's  case,  63  Ala.  1. 

Tins  subject  is  discussed,  at  some  length,  in  the  learned  work 
of  Mr.  Best  on  Evidence;  and  he  severely  condemns  the  prac- 
tice of  judicial  interrogation,  prevailing  under  the  continental 
systems  of  jurisprudence,  as  being  entirely  unauthorized  by 
the  common  law,  and  contrary  to  the  maxim  that  no  person  is 
bound  to  criminate  himself,  now  imbedded,  perhaps,  in  the 
Bill  of  Rights  of  every  American  Constitution.  "  What  our 
law  prohibits,"  says  Mr.  Best,  "  is  the  special  inten'ogation  of 
the  accused — the  converting  him,  whether  willing  or  not,  into  a 
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witness  against  himself ;  assuming  his  guilt  before  proof,  and 
subjecting  him  to  an  interrogation  on  that  hypothesis." — 2 
Best  Ev.  §  557.  It  is  manifest  to  our  view,  that  such  a  power, 
once  admitted,  is  liable  to  unlimited  abuse.  Though  it  might 
serve,  in  some  cases,,  to  extract  the  truth,  it  might  be 
exercised  with  great  harshness,  so  as  to  wring  out  of  a  pris- 
oner evidence  of  his  own  accusation,  of  the  truth  of  which,  to 
say  the  least,  there  would  exist  a  serious  doubt.  It  is  a  power 
not  judicial,  but  essentially  inquisitorial,  and,  on  the  whole, 
prejudicial  to  the  administration  of  justice.  It  is  justly  ob- 
served by  the  same  author  from  whom  we  have  quoted,  that, 
"  in  short,  judicial  interrogation^  however  plausible  in  theory, 
would  he  found  in  practice  a  moral  torture',  scarcely  less  dan- 
gerous than  physical  torture  of  former  times,  and,  like  it,  un- 
worthy of  a  place  in  the  jurisprudence  of  an  enlightened 
country." — 2  Best  Ev.  §  558.  It  is  enough  to  say,  that  the 
practice  is  unwarranted,  in  our  opinion,  by  the  principles  of 
the  common  law,  and  unauthorized  by  any  existing  statute  in 
this  State. .  It  is,  furthermore,  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  our  De- 
claration of  Rights,  providing  that  the  accused  shall  not  be  "com- 
pelled to  give  evidence  against  himself  " — itself  a  mere  embod- 
iment of  a  principle  of  the  common  law. — Const.  1875,  Art. 
1,  §  7.  Confessions,  elicited  by  such  a  censurable  practice,  are 
to  be  taken  as  involuntary,  and  should  be  excluded  as  crimin- 
ative evidence  against  the  person  making  them. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Atkinson  v,  Jones, 

Statutory  Detinue  for  Mule. 

1.  Ratification  of  agent's  unauthorized  act. — An  exchange  of  a  mule 
for  a  liorse  having  been  made  without  authority  by  an  agent,  a  claim  and 
assertion  of  right  and  title  to  the  horse  by  the  principal,  made  with 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  is  a  ratification  of  the  unauthorized  exchange, 
and  is  irrevocable. 

2.  Conversion  by  bailee;  lohen  bailor  may  sue. — If  the  hirer  of  a  mule 
exchanges  the  animal  for  another  during  the  term,  without  the  consent 
or  authority  of  the  owner,  this  is  a  conversion,  for  which  the  owner  may 
at  once  terminate  the  bailment ;  and  he  may  sue  for  his  mule  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term  of  hiring. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Wilcox. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 

This  action  was  brought  by  R.  W.  Atkinson,  against  D.  P. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Jones,  to  recover  a  mule  named  John^  of  the  alleged  value  of 
$60,  with  the  value  of  the  hire  or  use  thereof  during  the  de- 
fendant's detention ;  and  was  commenced  on  the  19th  May, 
1879.  On  the  first  trial  of  the  cause,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict 
and  judgment;  but  the  judgment  was  reversed  by  this  court, 
and  the  cause  was  remanded. — Jone^  v.  Atkinson,  68  Ala.  167. 
After  the  reversal,  a  second  trial  was  had  on  issue  joined,  as 
before,  on  the  plea  of  tion  detmet;  and  the  plaintiff  reserved  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  in  which  the  facts  are  thus  stated : 

"  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  following  evidence  was  in- 
troduced :  That  in  February,  1878,  plaintiff  hired  a  mule  named 
Jerry  to  one  John  Pritchett,  for  the  term  of  one  year ;  and  in 
July,  or  August,  1878,  said  mule  was  swapped,  by  consent  of 
plaintiff,  for  a  mule  named  John,  which  was  taken  and  held  by 
said  Pritchett  in  lieu  of  said  mule  Jerry,  on  tiie  same  terms, 
and  for  the  same  length  of  time.     It  was  also  agreed  between 

f)laintiff  and  said  Pritchett,  at  the  time  the  mule  Jerry  was 
lired  to  said  Pritchett,  that  if  said  Pritchett  should,  during 
the  term  of  the  hiring,  pay  plaintift  ^90,  said  mule  was  to  be- 
long to  Pritchett ;  and  they  had  the  same  understanding  as  to 
the  mule  John.  Pritchett  never  paid  for  the  mule,  and  onl}' 
paid  part  of  the  hire.  Some  time  during  the  fall  of  the  year 
(1878),  Pritchett  traded  the  mule  John  to  one  Clauton,  for  a 
mare  known  as  the  Clanton  mare;  and  plaintiff's  evidence 
showed  that  this  trade  was  made  without  his  knowledge  or  con- 
sent. Plaintiff's  evidence  shoM'ed,  also,  that  said  Pritchett, 
after  he  had  traded  for  said  mare,  took  her  to  plaintiff,  but  he 
refused  to  receive  or  accept  her  in  lieu  of  the  mule  John;  that 
Pritchett  afterwards  traded  said  mare  to  one  Drinkard,  for  a 
mule  named  Beck,  claiming  said  mare  at  the  time  as  his  own 
property,  and  so  stating  to  said  Drinkard  while  they  were 
trading ;  that  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do  with  this  trade,  and 
knew  nothing  of  the  trade  or  the  mule  Beck;  that  said 
Pritchett  afterwards  took  the  mule  Beck  to  plaintiff,  and  asked 
him  to  take  said  mule  and  try  her,  and  to  take  her  in  place  of 
the  mule./(?/m;  that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  do  this,  but  did 
try  the  mule,  and  afterwards  returned  her  to  the  place  where 
Pritchett  lived,  and  left  her  there;  that  plaintiff  has  never 
since  had  or  claimed  the  mule  Beck,  nor  has  said  mule  been  in 
his  pi^ssession,  but  it  was  seen  in  the  possession  of  said 
Pritchett's  father-in-law  and  brother-in-law,  in  Clarke  county, 
Alabama;  that  Pritchett  traded  said  mare  to  Drinkard,  for  the 
mule  Beck,  in  December,  1878,  or  January,  1879,  and  told 
Drinkard  at  the  time  that  the  mare  was  his  property,  and  that 
no  one  had  any  claim  on  her;  that  afterwards,  when  plaintiff 
saw  said  Drinkard  in  possession  of  said  mare,  he  told  Drinkard 
that  he  (D.)  had  traded  for  his  (plaintiff's)  property ;  but  that. 
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in  saying  this,  plaintiff  was  only  joking.  It  was  proved  on  the 
part  of  the  defense,  by  the  testimony  of  said  Drinkard  on  cross- 
examination,  that  plaintiff  told  him,  after  he  had  traded  said 
mule  Beck  for  said  mare,  that  he  had  traded  for  his  property, 
in  trading  for  the  said  mare,  hut  that  it  was  all  right.  The 
defendant  introduced,  also,  evidence  showing  that  Pritchett 
traded  the  mule  John  for  the  Clanton  mare  in  August,  1878; 
that  Clanton  traded  said  mule  John  (the  subject  of  this  suit), 
in  September,  1878,  to  said  defendant.  One  J.  L.  Adams 
testified,  also,  that  in  October,  1878,  he  offered  to  trade  a  mule 
to  plaintiff,  for  the  mare  plaintiff  was  then  riding ;  and  that 
plaintiff  told  him,  he  did  not  wish  to  trade  said  mare,  but  that 
he  had  a  mare  in  the  possession  of  said  Pritchett,  which  he 
supposed  witness  well  knew  as  the  Clanton  mare^  and  would 
trade  her  for  witness'  mule;  and  that,  if  witness  would  name 
a  day,  he  would  send  for  said  mare,  and  have  her  at  his  house, 
and  would  trade  her  to  witness  for  his  mule.  One  McCall 
testified,  also,  that  while  Pritchett  had  said  mare  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  before  he  had  traded  her  to  said  Drinkard,  Pritchett 
expressed  a  desire  to  trade  her  to  McCall  for  a  mule  ;  that  they 
did  not  trade,  because  Pritchett  required  witness  to  pay  $10  to 
boot ;  and  that  soon  afterwards,  on  meeting  plaintiff,  who  in- 
quired why  the  trade  had  not  been  made,  and  was  told  that  he 
(witness)  was  not  able  to  pay  the  $10  demanded,  plaintiff  told 
him  that  he  (plaintiff)  would  have  to  pay  the  boot,  and  was 
willing  to  do  so,  and  told  witness  to  '  go  ahead  and  make  the 
trade,''  and  that  he  would  pay  the  ten  dollars  boot.  The  de- 
fendant testified  for  himself,  that  after  he  had  traded  for  said 
nmle  John,  in  the  latter  part  of  September,  1878,  he  remained 
in  the  quiet  possession  of  said  mule  until  in  March,  1879,  and 
never  heard  of  plaintiff's  setting  up  any  claim  to  said  mule 
until  he  was  sued.  This  was,  in  substance,  all  the  evidence  in 
the  case. 

"  Plaintiff  s  counsel  argued,  in  his  closing  speech  to  the  jury, 
that  plaintiff,  having  hired  the  mule  to  tritchett  for  a  year, 
had  no  right  to  demand  or  recover  the  mule,  from  the  person 
to  whom  Pritchett  had  traded  it,  until  after  the  expiration  of 
the  year  for  which  Pritchett  had  hired  it,  even  if  Pritchett 
had  traded  it  before  the  expiration  of  that  time.  The  de- 
fendant asked  the  following  charges  to  the  jury,  which  were 
in  writing,  and  to  the  giving  of  which  exceptions  were  duly 
reserved  by  the  plaintiff : 

"  1.  That  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
plaintiff  ratified  the  trade  of  Jerry  for  John,  and  that  after- 
wards, when  Pritchett  traded  John  for  the  Clanton  mare,  and 
while  said  mare  was  in  the  possession  of  said  Pritchett,  plaintiff" 
claimed  said  mare  as  his  property,  and  himself  offered  to  trade 
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her,  this  was,  in  law,  a  ratification  of  the  trade  of  John  for  said 
mare,  and  plaintiff  can  not  recover  in  this  suit. 

"  2.  That  if  the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
plaintiff,  after  the  trade  of  John  for  the  Clanton  viare^  claimed 
said  mare,  and  offered  and  attempted  to  exercise  acts  of  owner- 
.ship  over  her,  this  was  a  ratification  of  said  trade,  and,  when 
(jnce  made,  could  not  be  revoked,  unless  made  under  a  misap- 
j>rehension  of  the  facts. 

"  3.  That  if  the  trade  of  John  was  made  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  for  whidi  he  was  hired,  plaintiff  had  sucn  an 
interest  in  said  mule  as  would  have  entitled  him  to  sue  for  said 
mule  at  any  time  after  said  trade,  provided  he  had  refused  to 
ratify  said  trade." 

These  several  charges  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

S.  J.  Gumming,  for  appellant. 
Jno.  Y.  Kilpatrick,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  only  assignments  of  error  in  the 
present  record  are  based  on  three  charges,  given  by  the  court 
at  the  request  of  the  defendant.  The  first  and  second  of  these 
charges  present  substantially  the  same  question ;  and  that  ques- 
tion was  directly  passed  on  by  this  court  when  this  cause  was 
before  us  at  a  former  term,  and  was  then  decided  adversely  to 
the  plaintiff. — Jmies  v.  Atkinson^  Q^  Ala.  167.  We  are  satis- 
fied that  the  conclusion  then  reached  is  correct ;  and  we,  there- 
fore, hold  that  the  Circuit  Court  did  not  err  in  giving  these 
charges. 

2.  As  a  fact  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  ratified 
the  trade  made  by  his  bailee,  Pritchett,  by  which  he  exchanged 
the  mule  in  controversy  for  the  "  Clanton  mare,"  the  defendant 
testified,  that  he  was  in  the  quiet  possession  of  the  mule,  from 
the  latter  part  of  September,  1878,  until  some  time  in  March, 
1879 ;  and  that  he  never  heard  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  the 
mule,  until  this  suit  was  commenced.  To  avoid,  no  doubt,  the 
force  of  this  evidence,  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  as  stated  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  argued  before  the  jury,  that,  as  he  had  hired 
the  mule  to  Pritchett  for  a  year,  he  had  no  right  to  demand  or 
sue  for  its  recovery  until  the  term  of  bailment  had  expired, 
although  Pritchett  had,  during  the  term,  exchanged  it  for  the 
mare.  This  argument  is  clearly  unsound.  If  the  exchange 
was  made  during  the  term  of  the  bailment,  without  plaintiff's 
consent,  this  amounted  to  a  conversion  of  the  mule,  and  au- 
thorized the  plaintiff  forthwith  to  terminate  the  bailment,  and 
to  sue  for  the  recovery  of  the  mule. — Story  on  Bailments, 
§§  396  and  413;  Greenj.  on  Ev.  §  642;  Nelson  v.  Bondumni^ 
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26  Ala.  341.     Evidently  to  meet  tbis  argument,  the  third  charge 
was  asked  by  the  defendant,  and  it  is  free  from  error. 
AjQfirmed. 


The  State  v,  Bauerman. 

Indictment  against  Immigrant^  for  Leaving  Service  withmtt 
Paying  Expenses  Advanced. 

1.  Appeal  by  State. — Under  the  statute  giving  the  State  a  right  of  ap- 
peal in  a  criminal  case,  when  the  statute  under  which  the  indictment 
was  found  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional  (Sess.  Acts  1880-81,  p.  65),  the 
record  must  affirmatively  show  that  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute 
was  assailed  by  demurrer,  and  that  the  court  held  it  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional ;  and  when  the  record  does  not  affirmatively  show  this,  the  ap- 
peal will  be  dismissed. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Escambia. 

The  record  does  not  show  the  name  of  the  presiding  judge. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  was  found  at  the  March  term  of 
said  court,  1881,  and  charged  that  the  defendant,  Joseph  Bauer- 
man, '"  an  immigrant,  and  a  citizen  of  North  Carolina,  who  had 
contracted  with  William  M.  Carney,  in  said  State  of  North 
Carolina,  to  serve  him  as  a  laborer,  for  twelve  months,  in  the 
State  of  Alabama,  at  and  for  a  compensation  of  twenty-five 
dollars  per  month,  and  having  obtained  from  said  Carney  his 
passage-money  to  this  State,  and  other  advances,  to  the  aggregate 
amount  of  nineteen  dollars,  did  abandon  or  leave  the  service  of 
said  Carney,  eleven  months  before  the  expiration  of  his  term  of 
service,  without  re-paying  all  of  said  passage-money  and  other 
advances;  against  the  peace,"  &c.  The  defendant  demurred  to 
the'  indictment,  assigning  the  following  grounds  of  demurrer : 
"  1st,  that  said  indictment  does  not  allege  that  the  contract  of 
service  between  defendant  and  the  alleged  employer  is  in  writ- 
ing, and  recorded  in  the  probate  office  of  the  county  of  em- 
ployer's residence ;  2d,  that  said  indictment  does  not  charge  de- 
fendant with  the  violation  of  any  law  in  this  State ;  3d,  that 
said  indictment  does  not  show  that  defendant  was  an  emigrant, 
with  whom  a  contract  had  been  made  in  a  foreign  country, 
or  that  it  was  within  two  years  after  the  arrival  of  such  e7ni- 
grant  in  this  country."  The  judgment  on  the  demurrer  is  in 
these  words :  "  Comes  the  State,  by  its  solicitor,  and  also  the 
defendant  in  his  own  proper  person,  and  by  counsel ;  and  the 
defendant  demurs  to  the  indictment ;  which  demurrer,  upon 
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consideration  by  the  court,  is  sustained ;  to  which  ruling  the 
State,  by  its  solicitor,  excepts ;  and  the  said  indictment  is  quashed 
and  annulled." 

II.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General,  for  the  State. 

J.  M.  Whitehead,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  present  appeal  is  taken  by  the 
State,  from  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to  an  indictment  in  a  criminal  case. 

Such  an  appeal  is  authorized,  in  certain  cases,  under  a  late 
statute,  entitled  "  An  act  to  secure  the  right  of  appeal  to  the 
State  in  criminal  cases,  when  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly, 
under  which  the  indictment  is  found,  is  held  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional;" which  was  approved  December  8th,  1880. — Acts 
1880-81,  p.  65.  This  act  provides,  that  "  the  constitutionality 
of  a  statute,  under  which  an  indictment  is  found,  can  only  be 
raised  by  demurrer  to  the  indictment  or  complaint,"  and  that, 
when  the  act  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional,  "  the  solicitor  may 
take  an  appeal  on  behalf  of  the  State,  to  the  Supreme  Court." 

The  conditions,  upon  which  this  right  is  secured  to  the  State» 
it  will  thus  be  seen,  are  two :  first,  the  act  must  have  been 
pronounced  by  the  lower  court  to  be  unconstitutional;  second^ 
tliis  decision  must  have  been  made  by  the  court  on  demun'eVy 
interposed  by  the  defendant.  An  exception  being  thus  incor- 
porated by  this  statute  into  the  general  rule,  which  denies  to 
the  State  the  right  of  appeal  in  criminal  cases,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  record  should  affirmatively  show  that  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  act  assailed  was  one  of  the  questions  specifically 
presented  by  the  demurrer.  The  clear  legislative  intent  is, 
that  the  lower  court  shall  not  consider  or  decide  the  question  of 
the  constitutionality  of  any  statute,  unless  it  is  presented  by 
demurrer  with  reasonable  certainty,  alleging,  in  substance,  that 
the  statute  is  violative  of  a  certain  article  and  section  of. the 
constitution,  or,  at  least,  in  what  particular  respect  it  is  viola- 
tive of  the  fundamental  law.  If  the  judgment-entry  shows, 
however,  that  the  specific  ground  of  the  court's  decision  was 
the  unconstitutionality  of  the  act  under  which  the  indictment 
was  found,  and  any  ground  of  demurrer  assigned  is  broad 
enough  to  embrace  the  question,  although  ambiguous,  we  need 
not  say  tiiat  the  State  would,  in  such  cases,  be  debarred  of  the 
right  of  appeal  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  act  under  con- 
sideration. But  it  is  needless  to  say  that  such  a  case  can  not 
properly  arise,  so  long  as  a  proper  regard  is  had  for  the  rules 
of  pleading  in  nisi-prius  courts. 

The  record  fails  to  show  a  case  within  the  statute,  it  no 
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where  appearing  that  the  act,  under  which  the  indictment  was 
found,  was  declared  to  be  unconstitutional  by  the  Circuit  Court, 
or  that  it  was  assailed  by  demurrer  on  this  specific  ground. 
The  aj)peal  is,  for  this  reason,  dismissed. 


Gayle's  Adm'r  v.  Johnston. 

Application  hy  AdrainistratoT  for  Order  to  sell  Lands  fo'r 
Payment  of  Debts. 

1.  Plea  of  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years. — A  plea  of  the  statute 
of  Umitations  of  three  years  must  aver  that  the  demand  sued  on  is  an 
open  account,  and  the  omission  of  this  averment  makes  the  plea  demur- 
rable ;  but  this  rule  of  pleading  is  not  applicable  to  a  proceeding  in  the 
Probate  Court,  where  an  administrator  files  a  petition  asking  an  order  to 
sell  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  defense  is  set  up  that  the 

.  debts  asserted  against  the  estate  are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

2.  Petition  to  sell  lands  for  payment  of  debts ;  pleadings  and  defenses. 
In  a  proceeding  before  the  Probate  Court  for  an  order  to  sell  lands  for 
the  pa.yment  of  debts,  the  technical  rules  of  pleading  can  not  be  strictly 
applied.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  petition  should  particularly  de- 
scribe the  debts,  to  the  payment  of  which  the  lands  are  sought  to  be 
subjected;  the  answer  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  denying  the  existence  of 
the  asserted  debts,  may  be  in  terms  equally  general ;  and  on  the  issue 
thus  formed,  the  burden  of  proof  being  on  the  administrator,  if  the  debts 
proved  are  open  to  any  legal  defense,  which  could  be  available  against 
an  action  by  the  creditor,  that  defense  is  equally  available  to  the  heir  or 
devisee. 

3.  Open  account. — A  demand  arising  out  of  contract,  the  terms  of 
which  have  not  been  agreed  on  between  the  parties,  whether  it  consists 
of  one  item  or  more,  is  an  open  account,  within  the  bar  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  three  years  ;  so,  also,  is  a  demand  for  personal  or  profes- 
sional services  rendered,  the  value  of  which  can  only  be  recovered  on  a 
quantum  meruit ;  but  a  claim  for  money  paid  on  request,  under  circum- 
stances from  which  the  law  implies  a  promise  to  repay,  is  not  an  open 
account. 

4.  Same  ;  professional  services  of  physician. — A  demand  for  profes- 
sional services  as  a  physician,  rendered  to  the  intestate  in  his  life-time, 
is  an  open  account,  when  the  value  of  the  services  was  not  agreed  on 
between  the  parties;  and* the  frequent  expressions  and  declarations  of 
the  intestate,  showing  an  anxiety  that  the  claim  should  be  paid,  but  not 
admitting  an  indebtedness  in  any  particular  sum,  can  not  change  the 
character  of  the  demand. 

5.  Same  ;  burial  expenses. — Burial  expenses  of  the  decedent,  which 
necessarily  devolve  on  his  friends  and  relations  before  the  grant  of  ad- 
ministration, are  regarded  as  money  paid  on  the  request  of  the  personal 
representative,  and  the  law  implies  a  promise  on  his  part  to  repay  it ; 
and  a  claim  for  such  expenses,  so  paid,  is  not  an  open  account. 

6.  Parties  to  proceeding ;  appointment  of  administrator  ad  litem. — On 
an  application  by  an  administrator  for  an  order  to  sell  lands  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  which  is  contested  by  the  heirs  or  devisees,  the  adminis- 
trator is  their  adversary,  whether  he  is  personally  a  creditor  or  not ;  and 
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there  can  be  no  necessity  for  the  appointment  of  a  special  administrator 
ad  litem  (Code,  §  2625). 

Appeal  from  the  Probate  Conrt  of  Dallas. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  P.  G.  Wood. 

In  the  matter  of  the  petition  of  Anna  M.  Gayle,  as  the  ad- 
ministratrix of  the  estate  of  Lou  Reese  Gayle,  deceased,  for  an 
order  to  sell  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts.  The  petition  was 
filed  on  the  18th  August,  1881,  and  alleged,  "that  said  decedent 
died  intestate ;  that  the  personal  property  of  the  estate  is  insuf- 
ficient to  pay  the  debts  thereof ;  that  the  lands  of  said  estate, 
which  it  is  desirable  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  thereof, 
are  an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in  the  lands  of  the  estate  of 
Mrs.  Mary  L.  Gayle,  deceased,  who  was  the  mother  of  said  L. 
R.  Gayle,"  and  particularly  described  the  lands.  The  decedent 
died,  intestate  (so  far  as  the  record  shows),  on  the  30th  June, 
1875,  Ijeing  unmarried,  and  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years ; 
and  her  surviving  brothers  and  sisters  were  her  heirs  at  law, 
and  the  distributees  of  her  estate.  Mrs.  Rebecca  D.  Johnston, 
the  wife  of  Wm.  S.  Johnston,  one  of  the  sisters,  died  a  short 
time  l)efore  the  petition  was  filed ;  and  her  surviving  husband, 
William  S.  Johnston,  and  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  lier  infant 
children,  who  was  also  appointed  administrator  ad  litem  of  her 
estate,  appeared  and  contested  the  petition.  The  contestants 
filed  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  which  was  overruled  by  the 
court ;  and  they  then  filed  an  answer,  denying  all  the  allega- 
tions of  the  petition,  alleging  that  ''  all  the  debts  against  said 
estate  are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years," 
and  by  the  statute  of  limitations  of  six  years,  and  settmg  up 
other  defenses.  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  answer, 
as  to  these  other  defenses,  which  require  no  notice ;  but,  on  the 
evidence  adduced,  held  that  all  the  debts  asserted  against  the 
estate  were  open  accounts,  and  were  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  three  years,  and  therefore  dismissed  the  petition, 
at  the  costs  of  the  ijetitioner.  The  principal  debts  claimed 
against  the  estate  were — 1st,  a  demand  in  favor  of  the  admin- 
istratrix personally,  for  $960,  on  account  of  personal  services 
rendered  for  the  intestate,  in  nursing  and  taking  care  of  her, 
during  the  twelve  months  preceding lier  death;  2d,  a  demand 
in  favor  of  said  administratrix  personally,  for  $80,  the  price 
paid  for  a  burial  casket ;  3d,  a  demand  in  favor  of  Dr.  B.  H. 
Riggs,  for  $256,  for  professional  ser^'ices  rendered  to  the  intes- 
tate during  the  last  twelve  months  of  her  life.  Evidence  was 
introduced  by  the  administratrix  showing  the  value  of  these 
services,  and  the  repeated  declarations  by  the  intestate  of  her 
desire  that  these  claims  should  be  paid ;  and  several  exceptions 
were  reserved  to  the  rulings  of  tne  court  in  connection  with 
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this  evidence.  TJie  order  appointing  an  administrator  ad  litem, 
for  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Rebecca  D.  Johnston,  the  decree  dis- 
missing the  petition,  and  holding  that  the  debts  proved  against 
the  estate  were  open  accounts,  and  the  several  rulings  on  evi- 
dence to  which  exceptions  were  reserved,  are  now  assigned  as 
error. 

W.  R,  Nelson,  for  appellant. 

Satterfield  &  Young,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — It  may  be  conceded  to  the  appellant, 
that  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years  should 
aver  the  cause  of  action  is  an  open  account,  and,  if  the  aver- 
ment is  omitted,  the  plea  is  demurrable.  But,  in  a  proceeding 
of  this  character,  in  the  Court  of  Probate,  to  subject  lands  de- 
vised or  descended  to  the  payment  of  debts,  the  formal  plead- 
ings pertaining  to  courts  of  law  or  equity  are  not  contemplated, 
nor  are  they  usual  or  practical.  The  application  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  is  sufficient,  if  in  general  terms  it  avers  the 
existence  of  debts  against  the  ancestor ;  no  description  of  the 
debts,  no  averment  of  the  persons  to  whom  they  are  due,  or  of 
the  time  of  their  creation,  or  when  payable,  is  necessary.  Any 
such  averment  would  render  the  application  unnecessarily  pro- 
lix, and  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  simplicity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings prescribed  by  the  statute.  The  answer  of  the  heir  or 
devisee  is  sufficient,  if  in  terms  as  general  it  denies  the  exist- 
ence of  debts,  to  the  payment  of  wliich  the  lands  are  subject. 
An  issue  is  thus  formed,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  devolved 
upon  the  personal  representative,  the  actor  in  the  proceeding, 
who  has  knowledge  of  the  debts  for  the  payment  of  which  he 
seeks  a  sale  of  the  lands.  If  the  debts  proved  are  open  to  any 
legal  defense — to  any  defense  which  the  ancestor  could  make  if 
living,  or  which  the  personal  representative  could  make  if  the 
creditors  were  suing  him, — the  heir  or  devisee  has  the  unquali- 
fied right  to  interpose  and  rely  upon  it. — Bond  v.  Smith,  2  Ala. 
660;  ilarvjood  v.  Harper,  54  Ala.  659;  Teague  v.  Corhitt, 
57  Ala.  529;  Garrett  v.  Brewer,  59  Ala.  513;  Scott  v.  Ware, 
64  Ala.  174. 

The  material  point  of  controversy  between  the  parties  is, 
wliether  the  claims  proved  to  exist  against  the  intestate  are  open 
accounts  within  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  of  three 
years.  The  character  or  description  of  account  which  comes 
within  the  meaning  of  the  term  open  account,  employed  in  the 
statute,  has  been  frequently  determined.  Whether  the  account 
consists  of  a  single  or  of  many  items,  if  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract have  not  been  adjusted  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties, 
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the  demand  is  an  open  account. — Maury  v.  JUason^  8  Port.  211 ; 
Slieppard  v.  Wilkins,  18  Ala.  359.  The  claim  of  the  appellant, 
for  tne  services  rendered  to  the  intestate,  falls  precisely  within 
the  character  and  description  of  claims  there  delined  as  an  open 
account.  The  sum  to  be  paid  her  was  not  settled  l>etween  her- 
self and  the  intestate,  and  the  extent  of  her  right  of  recovery 
is  the  reasonable  value  of  her  services,  to  be  ascertained  by  evi- 
dence. The  accounts  of  the  physicians  stand  upon  the  same 
footing.  There  was  no  stipulation  with  the  intestate  as  to  the 
sum  to  be  paid  them,  for  the  services  they  rendered.  The 
right  of  recovery. is  upon  a  quantum  meruit — such  comi)ensa- 
tion  as  it  is  shown  by  evidence  the  parties  rendering  the  ser- 
vices ought  in  equity  and  good  conscience  to  receive.  There 
is  no  special  contract  upon  which  a  recovery  can  be  had.  It  is 
against  claims  not  resting  in  special  contract,  dependent  wholly 
upon  the  implication  of  law  from  facts  proved,  the  statute  is 
directed.  Tlie  parties  are  forewarned,  a  reasonable  tinje  is 
given  for  the  reduction  of  the  claim  to  a  stated  account,  or  in 
some  other  form  to  a  special  agreement,  withdrawing  it  from 
the  operation  of  the  statute.  The  frequent  expression  by  the 
intestate  of  her  anxiety  that  these  claims  should  be  paid,  is  in- 
sufficient to  change  their  character.  There  was  no  recognition 
or  admission  of  any  particular  sum  as  due  or  owing,  and  they 
are  in  themselves  too  general  and  uncertain  to  be  construed  into 
evidence  of  an  account  stated,  or  of  the  correctness  of  the  claims 
as  now"  presented. —  Watson  v.  Byers,  6  Ala.  393 ;  Boxley  v. 
Gayle,  19  Ala.  151.  The  willingness  of  any  one  or  more  of 
the  heirs  that  these  claims  should  be  paid,  is  not  a  fact  of  im- 
portance in  this  proceeding,  directed  to  a  sale  of  the  lands  of 
the  intestate,  and  in  which  it  must  be  shown  there  are  valid  and 
subsisting  debts  of  her  creation,  to  the  payment  of  which  the 
law  subjects  them. 

The  remaining  claim  is  for  mone\'  paid  by  the  appellant  for 
a  burial  casket  for  the  intestate.  Funeral  expenses,  says  Lord 
Coke,  according  to  the  degree  and  quality  of  the  deceased,  at 
common  law  were  allowed  of  the  goods  of  the  deceased,  before 
any  debt  or  duty  whatever,  and  his  burial  was  the  first  duty  of 
an  executor.  If  there  was  no  executor,  or  if  he  was  unknown, 
or  not  at  hand,  a  friend  or  a  stranger  may  attend  to  the  duty, 
and  bury  the  deceased  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the  estate  he 
leaves  behind  him ;  and  the  necessary  expenses  must  be  repaid 
him  by  the  personal  representative,  having  assets,  though  he 
neither  ordered,  nor  had  knowledge  of  the  exjxjnditure. — 2  Wil- 
liams Ex'rs,  871.  The  burial,  of  necessity,  here  devolves  as  a 
duty  upon  friends  or  relatives ;  for,  until  fifteen  days  after  death, 
there  can  be  no  administration,  or  grant  of  letters  testamentary. 
17 
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Priority  of  payment  of  funeral  expenses,  as  at  common  law, 
the  statute  secures, — Code  of  1876,  §  2430.  The  amount  of 
such  expenses,  when  paid  by  a  friend  or  relative,  is  regarded  as 
money  paid  on  request  of  the  personal  representative;  and  the 
law  raises  a  promise  to  repay  it,  so  far  as  he  has  assets. — Hajp- 
good  V.  Houghton^  10  Pick.  154.  Money  paid  on  request  is  not 
an  open  account — the  amount  which  is  to  be  repaid  is  not  de- 
pendent on  any  future  liquidation  or  settlement  between  the 
parties,  and  the  claim  for  it  is  not  within  the  bar  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  of  three  years. — Caruthers  v.  Jfardis,  3  Ala.  599. 
Six  years  had  not  elapsed  from  the  death  of  the  intestate,  when 
this  expense  was  incurred,  until  the  grant  of  administration  to 
the  appellant ;  and  after  the  grant  there  was  no  room  for  the 
running  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  evidence  shows  sat- 
isfactorily a  want  of  personal  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
and  the  existence  of  this  debt  created  the  necessity  for  the  sale 
of  the  lands,  which  is  contemplated  by  the  statute.  We  deem 
it  proper  to  say,  in  this  connection,  that  there  is  no  evidence  in 
the  record  tending  to  show  the  expenditure  was  extravagant  or 
unreasonable.  The  amount  of  such  expenditures  should  be 
graduated  to  the  degree  and  condition  in  life  of  the  deceased, 
the  value  of  the  estate  he  may  leave,  and,  when  the  rights  of 
creditors  are  involved,  the  probability  of  the  solvency  of  the 
estate  ought  to  be  regarded  by  those  who  may  make  them. 

The  appointment  of  an  administrator  ad  litem  for  the  rep- 
resentation of  the  estate  in  this  proceeding  was  unnecessary 
and  unauthorized.  Such  an  appointment  is  necessary  or  proper 
— is  contemplated  by  the  statute — -only  when  there  is  not  a  legal 
representative  of  the  estate,  or  the  legal  representative  has  an 
adverse  interest.  In  cases  where  there  is  a  full  representation 
•of  all  the  rights  and  interests  involved  in  the  estate,  by  the 
presence  of  the  parties  in  whom  these  reside,  there  can  be  nei- 
ther necessity  nor  j^ropriety  in  the  intrusion  of  an  administrator 
adlitem. — Code  of  1876,  §  2625.  The  personal  representative, 
in  a  proceeding  of  this  character,  whether  he  be  a  creditor  or 
not,  stands  in  an  adversary  relation  to  the  heirs  or  devisees. 
The  interests  in  the  estate  he  represents,  are  the  interests  of 
creditors.  The  heirs  or  devisees  must  be  before  the  court  in 
the  attitude  of  defendants,  having  full  opportunity  to  protect 
their  rights.  It  is  difficult  to  perceive  who  an  administrator 
ad  litem  could  represent,  or  what  function  or  duty  he  could  have 
to  perform. 

There  are  other  questions  presented  by  the  assignment  of  er- 
rors, not  of  any  practical  importance,  and  we  do  not  deem  it 
necessary  to  consider  them. 

The  decree  of  the  Court  of  Probate  must  be  reversed,  and 
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the  cause  remanded,  for  further  proceedings  in  accordance  with 
this  opinion. 


Weis  V.  Goetter,  T^eil  &  Co. 

Bill  in  Equity  by  Creditor,  to  set  aside  Fraudulent  Convey- 
ance. 

1.  Receiver;  when  appointed  before  answer. — By  the  modem  English 

Eractice,  and  by  the  practice  ih  this  country,  a  receiver  may  be  appointed 
efore  answer  filed,  when  a  pressing  necessity  is  shown,  since  delay 
might  defeat  the  object  sought  by  tlie  application. 

2.  Same ;  at  whose  instance  appointed. — As  a  general  rule,  a  receiver 
will  not  be  appointed  at  the  instance  of  a  {>arty  wlio  does  not  show  some 
title,  claim,  lien  or  interest,  in,  to,  or  upon  the  property,  or  specific  thing 
in  litigation  ;  but  a  creditor  by  simple  contract  only,  being  now  author- 
ized by  statute  to  file  a  bill  to  reach  and  subject  pro;>erty  fraudulently 
conveyed  by  his  debtor  (Code,  §  3886),  acquires  by  his  bill,  and  the  ser- 
vice of  process  under  it,  such  an  interest  and  lien  in  and  upon  the  prop- 
erty as  entitles  him  to  ask  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  its  custoay 
and  preservation. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Conecuh. 

Heard  before  tlie  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  22d  November,  1882, 
by  Goetter.  Weil  &  Co.,  a  mercantile  partnership  doing  busi- 
ness in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  as  a  creditor  at  large  oi  M.  H. 
Jacoby,  against  said  Jacooy  and  Mark  Weis ;  and  sought  to  set 
aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  a  sale  and  transfer  of  his  entire 
stock  of  goods  by  said  Jacoby  to  said  Weis ;  and  also  an  injnnc- 
tion  to  prevent  the  defendants  from  removing  or  disposing  of 
the  goods,  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take  charge  and 
custody  of  the  property ;  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants 
M'ere  insolvent,  and  were  fraudnlentTy  selling  the  goods  for  cash. 
The  decree  is  sued  out  from  a  decretal  order  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver, and  that  order  is  assigned  as  error. 

STAi.r.woKTir  tfe  BiRXETT,  and  D.  P.  Bowles,  for  the  appel- 
lants, cited  High  on  Receivers,  ^^  406,  103-4;  McLean  v. 
Presley^  5G  Ala.  212;  Ihighe^  v.  Jlatchett  iC'  Trimble,  55  Ala. 
631 ;  Brierfield  Iron  Works  v.  Foster,  54  Ala.  622 ;  Story's  Eq. 
PI.  §  309;  1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  §  395. 

Farnham  <fe  Rabb,  contra,  cited  2  Story's  Equity,  §  831 ;  Me 
parte  Walker,  25  Ala.  81 ;  Bard  v.  Bingham,  54  Ala.  466 ; 
2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1406,  1426;  Evans  v.  Welch,  63  Ala.  250. 
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STOjS^E,  J. — This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  appointing  a 
receiver,  and  the  record  presents  no  other  question.  The  bill 
was  filed  November  22d,  1882,  and  on  the  same  day  summons 
was  issued  and  served  on  each  of  the  defendants.  On  the  same 
day,  November  22d,  a  petition  was  filed,  praying  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  and  setting  November  28th  for  its  hearing 
in  vacation.  Notice  of  this  motion  was  also  issued  and  served 
on  the  sanje  day,  November  22d.  The  bill  was  by  a  creditor 
at  large,  and  was  filed  under  section  3886  of  the  Code,  which 
enacts  that,  "a  creditor  without  a  lien  may  file  a  bill  in  chan- 
cery, to  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debt  any  property  which 
has  been  fraudulently  transferred,  or  attempted  to  be  fraudu- 
lently conveyed  by  his  debtor."  The  chancellor  first  made  an 
order  for  an  injunction,  prescribing  the  bond  to  be  given  ])y 
complainants  before  its  issue,  and  then  appointed  a  receiver, 
the  appointment  to  take  effect  after  the  injunction  bond  should 
be  approved,  and  requiring  the  receiver  to  give  bond  before 
entering  upon  the  trust.  The  bonds  were  given,  and  an  order 
was  issued,  placing  the  receiver  in  possession,  and  prescribing 
his  duties.  The  property  sought  to  be  condemned  is  a  stock  of 
merchandise,  alieged  to  have  belonged  to  Jacoby,  the  debtor, 
and  charged  to  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed  to  Weis. 

It  is  urged  for  appellant,  that  the  application  for  a  receiver 
was  premature,  and  should  not  have  been  entertained  until  af- 
ter answer  filed.  Such  is  said  to  have  been  the  rule  in  the  ear- 
lier English  practice.  But  the  rule  there  was  relaxed  many 
years  ago.  In  a  note  to  Huguenin  v.  Easily^  13  Vesey,  105-7, 
it  is  said,  "  that,  in  modern  practice,  an  order  for  a  receiver  may 
be  obtained  on  motion,  grounded  on  aflEidavit,  before  answer, 
whenever  justice  appears  to  require  it."  In  High  on  Receivers, 
§  103,  the  author  says :  "  It  may  be  regarded  as  the  settled  En- 
glish practice,  to  grant  receivers  before  answer,  in  cases  of 
emergency  calling  for  immediate  interference  of  the  court  to 
protect  the  equities  of  plaintiffs,  and  where  the  merits  of  the 
cause  are  sufficiently  disclosed  by  affidavits;  and  if  defendant 
has  put  in  an  affidavit,  in  opposition  to  plaintiff's  affidavit  upon 
the  motion,  the  affidavit  will  be  regarded  as  a  sufficient  appear- 
ance for  the  purpose  of  entertaining  the  motion."  This  is  the 
principle  declared  in  Ya7in  v.  Barnett,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  158.  In 
section  105,  Mr.  High,  speaking  of  cases  of  fraud  and  imminent 
danger,  says:  "Where  the  emergency  shown  is  sucli  as  to  ren- 
der it  essential  to  justice  that  a  receiver  should  be  immediately 
appointed,  it  may  be  done  before  answer,  since  to  delay  the 
relief  might  entirely  defeat  the  object  sought  by  the  applica- 
tion."    Tliere  is  nothing  in  this  objection. 

It  is  objected,  in  the  next  place,  that  the  complainants  are 
only  creditors  at  large,  without  a  judgment,  and  that  therefore 
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they  are  not  entitled  to  have  a  receiver  appointed  at  this  stage 
of  the  proceedings.  The  general  rule  is,  that  to  entitle  a  com- 
plainant to  a  receiver,  he  must  show  some  title  or  claim,  lien 
upon,  or  interest  in  the  specific  thing,  the  subject  of  the  litiga- 
tion. A  mere  creditor  at  large,  seeking  in  the  ordinary  way  to 
collect  his  money,  has  no  right  to  this  extraordinary  remedy. 
It  is  nevertheless  remedial,  very  beneficial  in  its  operation  when 
rightly  invoked,  and  should  not  be  withheld  from  cases  falling 
within  its  principles. — High  on  Rec,  §  406.  "In  cases  where 
an  estate  is  held  by  a  party,  under  a  title  obtained  by  fraud,  actual 
or  constructive,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed." — Story's  Eq.  Jur. 
§  834.  "  The  practice  is  especially  salutary  in  cases  of  credit- 
ors' bills  in  aid  of  the  enforcement  of  judgments ;  and  in  this 
class  of  cases  receivers  are  almost  uniformly  granted  l)efore  an- 
swer."— High  on  Receivers,  §  105.  "Creditors,  even  before 
judgment,  may  have  such  a  special  or  equitable  lien  upon  the 
debtor's  propertv  as  to  entitle  them  to  the  aid  of  equity,  and  to 
the  protection  of  a  receiver." — lb.  §  408.  "  Fraudulent  assign- 
ments of  his  property  by  a  judgment  debtor,  for  the  purpose 
of  hindering  and  defeating  his  creditors,  are  frequently  made 
the  foundation  for  proceedings  in  equity  for  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  in  beiialf  of  judgment  creditors." — Ih.  ^  411. 
Such  proceedings  fasten  a  lien  u[X)n  the  property,  which  M'ill 
override  all  other  subsequently  accruing  liens  and  purchases. 
Darfjan  v.  Waring,  11  Ala.  988.  "If  the  creditor  has  a  lien 
or  charge  upon  the  property  of  the  debtor,  even  though  his 
demand  may  not  be  reduced  to  judgment,  he  occupies  a  differ- 
ent relation  from  that  of  a  mere  contract  creditor,  and  may 
properly  invoke  the  preventive  powers  of  the  court-  for  his  pro- 
tection."— 2  High  on  Injunctions,  §  1404.  In  Bv'ierfield  Iron- 
Works  V.  Foster,  54  Ala.  622,  we  said  :  "A  receiver  ought  to  be 
appointed  only  to  prevent  fraud,  save  the  subject  of  litigation 
from  material  injury,  or  rescue  it  from  threatened  destruction. 
Nor  should  it  be  done  then,  until  answer  to  a  bill  praying  it  has 
been  made  by  defendant,  unless  the  necessity  be  of  a  most  strin- 
gent character." 

What  we  have  above  (juoted,  from  books  of  the  highest  au- 
thority, proves  two  propositions :  First,  that  in  cases  of  pressing 
emergency,  the  Chancery  Court  may  appoint  a  receiver  before 
answer  filed ;  and,  second,  a  receiver  may  be  appointed,  when- 
ever the  complainant  has  a  lien,  or  a  special  rigiit  to  have  the 
property  or  funds  in.  controversy  applied  to  the  payment  of  his 
claim.  Of  course,  this  must  be  taken  with  the  (jualification, 
that  there  must  be  shown  a  sufficient  necessity  for  taking  the 
propert}'  into  the  court's  custody. 

The  statute  which  now  forms  section  3886  of  the  Code  of 
1876  was  enacted  February  24,  1860. — Pamph.  Acts,  35.     Be- 


262  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Boykin  v.  Bank  of  Mobile.] 

fore  that  time,  a  bill  would  not  lie  in  such  a  case  as  this.  It 
did  lie,  to  enforce  a  judgment,  by  removing  fraudulent  obstruc- 
tions, in  such  a  case  as  that  shown  in  Dargan  v.  Waring^  supra  / 
and  when  filed  and  served,  it  fastened  a  lien  on  the  property 
sought  to  be  subjected.  The  lien  was  not  the  result  of  the 
judgment,  for  the  judgment  in  that  case  was  not  a  lien.  It  re- 
sulted from  the  bill,  filed  as  a  means  of  enforcing  the  judgment. 
There  can  be  no  question  that  if,  in  that  suit,  it  had  been  sliown 
that  a  necessity  existed  for  preserving  the  fund,  or  its  income, 
for  the  payment  of  the  judgment,  a  receiver  should  have  been 
appointed.  Insolvency  of  the  defendant,  and  threatened  waste, 
or  inade(piacy  of  the  corpus  of  the  property  to  satisfy  the  de- 
mand, are  among  the  grounds  which  would  have  authorized 
this  extraordinary  remedy.  The  act  of  1860  (Code,  §  3886) 
gives  to  a  creditor  without  a  lien  the  same  right  to  pursue  prop- 
erty fraudulently  transferred,  or  attempted  to  be  fraudulently 
conveyed,  as  a  creditor  with  a  judgment  had  previously  had ; 
and  when  a  bill  is  filed  under  that  statute,  and  process  of  sum- 
mons is  served  on  the  defendant,  "  a  lien  is  acquired  on  the 
property  conveyed,  which  will  prevail  over  any  subsequent 
alienation  by  the  debtor  or  his  grantee,  and  over  the  claims  of 
subsequent  judgment  creditors,  or  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy."' 
Evans  v.  Welch,  6o  Ala.  250.     Nothing  in  this  objection. 

The  sworn  statements  found  in  this  record  make  a  very  strong 
prima  facie  case  of  pressing  emei'gency,  and  the  rebutting  afld- 
davits  are  wholly  insuflficient  to  overturn  it. 

Affirmed . 


Boykin  v.  Bank  of  Mobile. 

Action  on  Promissory  Note,  hy  Indorsee  against  Maker. 

1.  Construction  of  ivritings;  questions  for  court  and  jury. — It  is  the 
province  of  the  court  to  construe  written  instruments,  and  to  declare 
their  legal  effect;  although,  when  the  legal  operation  and  effect  of  the 
instrument  depends,  not  only  on  the  meaning  and  construction  of  the 
words  used,  but  also  upon  collateral  facts  and  extrinsic  evidence,  the  in- 
ference of  fact  to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence  should  be  submitted  to  the 
jury :  yet,  if  the  evidence  is  addressed  to  the  court,  without  objection,, 
and  passed  on,  the  court  may  draw  all  such  inferences  as  the  jurj'  could 
properly  have  drawn. 

2.  Ambiguity  in  contracts;  rules  of  construction. — The  law  leans  against 
the  destruction  of  contracts  on  the  ground  of  uncertainty,  and  a  contract 
will  not  be  declared  void  on  that  ground,  unless,  after  reading  and  inter- 
preting it  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  made, 
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and  supplying  or  rejecting  words  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  rea- 
sonable intention  of  the  parties,  their  intention  can  not  be  fairly  collected 
and  effectuated. 

3.  Promixaory  note;  time  of  payment  omitted  or  uncertain;  parol  evi- 
ilence  in  aid  of. — A  promissory  note  ought,  regularly,  to  express  on  it« 
face  the  time  at  which  it  is  payable;  and  if  no  time  is  expressed,  or 
j)lainly  raanifeste<l,  and  a  blank  is  not  left  for  the  insertion  of  a  day  of 
payment  at  the  option  of  the  payee,  resort  may  be  had  to  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, showing  the  circumstances  under  which  the  note  was  executed, 
and  the  design  of  the  parties  in  executing  it,  in  order  to  explain  an  evi- 
dent omission,  and  to  fix  the  time  at  which  it  was  intended  to  make  the 
note  payable. 

4.  Same. — A  promissory  note  payable  "  seventy-five  after  date,"  nego- 
tiable and  payable  in  bank,  and  proved  to  have  been  made  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  payees,  who  were  commii-sion-merchants  in  Mobile, 
to  aid  theiri  in  their  business,  and  delivered  to  them  by  the  maker,  con- 
strued to  be  payable  seventy-five  dai/s  after  date;  and  parol  evidence 
was  held  admissible,  in  aid  of  the  evident  omission,  showing  the  char- 
acter of  negotiable  paper,  as  to  length  of  time  of  maturity,  which  the 
banks  in  the  city  would  accept. 

5.  Transfer  of  negotiable  note  a«  collateral  security;  rights  of  holder, 
'ind  defenses  by  maker. — A  creditor,  receiving  negotiable  paper  as  col- 
lateral security  for  the  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt,  is  not  regarded 
as  having  acquired  it  for  valuable  consideration  in  the  usual  course  of 
tra<le,  and  is  not  entitle<l  tt)  protection  against  equities  and  defenses  on 
the  part  of  the  maker  of  which  he  had  no  notice ;  and  under  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  contrary  to  the  weight  of  authority,  accommodation  paper 
is  not  an  exception  to  this  rule. 

6.  .Same. — To  constitute  a  purchaser  for  value,  of  notes  or  paper 
agreed  to  be  transferred  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  contemporane- 
ouslv  contracted,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  notes  or  paper  should  be 
particularly  described  at  the  time :  when  the  securities  are  subsequently 
transferred,  in  execution  of  the  agreement,  it  is  rendered  specific  and 
certain,  and  the  creditor  becomes  a  holder  for  value. 

7.  Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to  terms  of  agreement  for  transfer  of  note  as 
i-oUateral  security. — In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a  negotiable  prom- 
issory note,  proved  to  have  l>een  given  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
payees,  and  by  them  transferred  to  the  plaintiflf  bank  as  collateral  se- 
curity for  a  loan ;  the  defense  Ijeing  want  of  consideration,  and  the  terms 
'  )f  the  agreement  for  the  transfer  being  controverted — whether  it  was 
subsequent  to  the  loan,  or  was  made  under  an  agreement  contempora- 
neous with  the  loan ;  the  fact  that  no  jwrtion  of  the  money  loaned  was 
drawn  out  of  the  bank  until  after  the  transfer  of  the  note,  is  relevant  and 
competent  evidence  for  the  plaintiff. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Selina. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Jona.  Haralson. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  Bank  of  Mobile,  a  domestic 
corporation,  against  Starke  II.  Boykin ;  and  was  founded  on  a 
promissory  note  signed  by  said  Boykin  as  maker,  and  in  these 
words : 

"Mobile,  Ala.,  January  27th,  1880. 

"  Twenty-jive  after  date.,  I  promise  to  pay  to  tiie  order  of  B. 
<).  James  <k,  Co.  twenty-live  hundred  dolhirs,  value  received, 
negotiable  and  payable  at  the  Southern  Bank  of  Alabama.'' 

This  instrument  was  indorsed  in  blank  by  the  payees,  and 
the  plaintiff  sued  as  their  indorsee ;  the  complaint  describing 
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the  instrument  as  a  promissory  note  payable  seventy-five  days 
after  date,  and  alleging  that  it  was  transferred  to  plaintiff,  for 
valne,  before  maturity,  and  u'as  still  due  and  unpaid.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  several  special  pleas, 
which  alleged,  in  substance,  that  he  signed  the  note  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  the  payees,  and  that  it  w^as  transferred  and 
delivered  by  them  to  the  plaintiff,  as  collateral  security  for  a 
pre-existing  debt,  and  without  any  other  consideration.  Issue 
was  joined  on  these  pleas,  and  a  trial  by  jury  was  had  on  the 
demand  of  the  defendant.  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  reserved 
by  the  defendant,  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  trial,  in 
which  the  facts  are  thus  stated : 

"R.  F.  Manly,  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  testified  as  follows:  'I 
was  cashier  of  the  Bank  of  Mobile  in  March,  1880,  and  am 
now,  and  have  been  since  January,  1875.  I  know  B,  O.  James 
<fe  Co.,  who  did  business  in  Mobile,  in  March,  1880,  as  cotton- 
factors  and  commission-merchants.  They  opened  an  account 
with  the  Bank  of  Mobile,  on  March  15th,  1880,  when  Mr. 
James  came  into  the  bank,  and  stated  that  he  would  like  to  do 
business  with  us,  as  the  bank  with  which  he  had  been  doing 
business  was  going  out  of  business,  and  that  lie  would  like  to 
make  a  temporary  loan,  and  would  give  his  due-bill  and  secu- 
rity. I  was  also  acting  that  day  as  teller.  He  then  gave  me 
a  demand  note,  promising  to  pay  $5,000,  with  interest,  on  de- 
mand, and  two  notes, — the  one  now  sued  on  and  another.  He 
gave  me,  also,  at  the  time,  a  slip  containing  names  as  references 
as  to  the  solvency  of  the  makers  of  the  said  notes.  I  took  the 
note  of  said  B.  O.  James  &  Co.,  and  entered  the  $5,000  to- 
their  credit  on  their  bank-book.  Later  during  the  day,  I  made 
inquiries  regarding  the  solvency  of  the  parties,  and  was  advised 
that  they  were  good  for  the  notes  they  had  signed.  He  gave 
me,  with  said  demand  note,  two  pieces  of  paper — first,  a  note 
signed  by  S.  H.  Boykin,  dated  January  27th,  1880  (the  note 
sued  on),  and  another  note.  I  am  not  certain  whether  I  gave 
him  the  bank-book  instantly,  or  after  I  made  the  inquiries. 
The  bank  took  Boykin's  said  note,  and  another,  for  $2,500 
each.  I  placed  the  $5,000  to  the  credit  of  said  B.  O.  James 
&  Co.,  and  they  checked  it  out  a  few  days  afterwards.  The 
Boykin  note  was  given  at  the  time  said  James  proposed  to  bor- 
row the  $5,000,  or  a  few  minutes  afterwards.  I  did  not  notice 
the  precise  reading  of  the  note.  We  were  not  at  that  time 
taking  paper  payable  in  the  fall.  The  Soutliern  Bank  of  Ala- 
bama is  in  Mobile.  I  had  been  doing  a  banking  business,  in  its 
various  phases,  for  many  years.'  Plaintiff's  counsel  then 
asked  said  witness  to  answer  this  question,  which  was  for  the 
court :  '  Are  you  acquainted  with  the  usual  course  of  trade  in 
reference  to  time  paper,  and  the  length  of  time  usually  given 
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on  notes  taken  for  the  loan  of  money  by  the  banks  of  Mo})ile, 
in  March.  1880'?  The  witness  answered:  'I  am  acquainted 
witii  the  usual  time  for  which  paper  was  given,  for  security  for 
loans,  at  that  time.'  To  this  question  and  answer,  each,  the 
defendant  objected ;  and  he  excepted  to  the  overruling  of  his 
objections.  The  witness  further  answered :  '  Just  at  that  time, 
the  banks  were  not  commonly  taking  fall  paper,  but  were  usu- 
ally taking  paper  which  fell  due  in  two  or  three  months.  No 
pa[)er  was  taken  for  seven ty-iive  weeks,  months,  or  years.' 
The  defendant  moved  to  exclude  this  answer,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  irrelevant ;  and  he  excepted  to  the  overruling  of  his 
objection.  The  court  received  the  foregoing  answers  to  said 
question,  as  tending  to  show  the  situation  oi  the  parties,  and 
tne  circumstances  surrounding  them  at  the  time." 

The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence  the  note  on  which  the 
action  was  founded,  above  copied ;  and  the  defendant  objected 
to  its  admission,  on  these  grounds :  "  1st,  because  said  instru- 
ment is  not  the  note  described  in  the  complaint ;  2d,  because 
there  is  a  variance  between  said  instrument  and  the  note  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint ;  3d,  because  said  instrument  is  irrele- 
vant." The  court  overruled  these  objections,  and  allowed  the 
instrument  to  be  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury ;  and  the  de- 
fendant excepted.  The  witness  Manly,  further  testifying, 
stated :  "  The  Boykin  note,  here  sued  on,  was  taken,  and  pinned 
to  the  demand  note  of  B.  O.  James  &  Co.  On  the  29th 
March,  1880, 1  made  demand  in  writing  of  B.  O.  James  cV:  Co., 
for  the  payment  of  the  loan  ;  but  it  was  not  paid,  and  has  not 
since  been  paid.  When  said  Boykin  note  was  offered,  I  had 
no  notice  that  it  was  accommodation  paper.  Mr.  James  stated, 
that  the  paper  was  good — that  the  maker  was  a  party  he  knew 
to  l)e  good;  and  he  gave  me  references  to  others,  to  eoniirm 
his  statement.  It  was  on  the  faith  of  this  and  the  other  note 
that  we  placed  the  $5,000  to  the  credit  of  B.  O.  James  &  Co. 
They  checked  it  out  in  a  few  days.  I  paid  the  checks."  Said 
witness  testified  also,  on  cross-examination  :  "  The  usual  custom 
of  farmers',  or  country  merchants'  paper,  was  of  two  kinds: 
one  was  paper  expected  to  be  paid  out  of  the  present  crop,  and 
the  other  out  of  the  next  crop ;  one  was  long,  and  the  other 
was  short  paper.  I  have  seen  a  good  deal  of  it  fall  due  in 
April.  That  would  be  payable  out  of  the  crop  of  the  preced- 
ing year.  A  great  majority  of  such  paper  does  not  mature  at 
that  time.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  such  paper  maturing  in 
October,  November,  and  December,  but  a  respectable  amount 
in  March,  April,  and  May."  Said  witness,  on  re-examination 
by  plaintiff,  further  said:  "The  usual  period  of  pa}>er  by 
country  merchants  or  farmers,  making  paper  in  January,  does 
not  run  into  the  next  season.  The  majority  of  it,  that  I  have 
seen,  matures  before  the  summer  montns." 
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B.  O.  James,  a  witness  for  defendant,  thus  testified :  "  I  did 
not  give  the  defendant  any  consideration  for  the  note  read  in 
evidence  in  this  case.  It  was  given  for  the  accommodation  of 
B.  O.  James  &  Co.,  of  whicli  firm  I  was  then  a  member,  and 
was  the  business  man  of  the  firm.  Defendant  did  not  owe  B. 
O.  James  &  Co.  anything.  A  short  time  before  our  failure,  I 
commenced  doing  business  with  the  Bank  of  Mobile,  the 
Southern  Bank  of  Alabama  (with  which  I  had  done  business) 
having  retired.  I  went  to  see  Mr.  Manly,  and  told  him  I  would 
like  to  open  business  with  him.  I  opened  an  account  with  the 
Bank  of  Mobile  for  85,000,  by  borrowing  that  sum  from  the 
bank.  I  gave  my  due-bill,  or  demand  note,  for  the  sum  bor- 
rowed, and  went  out  with  the  bank-book  and  a  bundle  of 
checks.  During  the  day  I  handed  Mr.  Manly  collaterals  to 
secure  the  amount  of  the  due-bill  previously  passed  to  my 
credit,  and  gave  him  references  as  to  the  standing  of  the  parties. 
One  of  the  notes  he  accepted  was  this  of  Boykin's.  I  handed 
him  other  notes,  and  he  selected  two,  one  being  the  note  read 
in  evidence.  It  was  about  eleven  o'clock  w^hen  I  got  the  bank- 
book and  checks,  and  I  gave  him  the  notes  before  the  close  of 
banking  hours — before  two  o'clock  p.  m.  Mr.  Manly  said,  at 
the  time,  that  it  was  the  custom,  or  regulation,  to  have  col- 
laterals. I  told  him  I  would  give  some  that  I  thought  would 
be  satisfactory.  No  particular  collaterals  were  mentioned.'^ 
[On  cross-examination  :]  "I  proposed,  at  the  time  of  the  loan, 
that  I  would  give  collaterals.  I  gave  none  to  Mr.  Manly  at 
that  time,  but  told  him  I  would  give  him  collaterals  which  I 
regarded  as  good.  I  don't  know  what  collaterals  I  had  with 
me  at  the  time.  I  brought  in  the  collaterals  before  the  close 
of  banking  hours.  The  defendant  was  doing  business  with  B. 
O.  James  &  Co.,  so  far  as  cotton  was  concerned.  I  wanted  his 
accommodation  paper  to  borrow  money  on.  I  wanted  it  to 
have  it  convenient  for  use  if  I  was  crowded.  Pie  was  a  farmer 
and  a  country  merchant.  He  gave  drafts  on  me  to  pay  parties 
he  owed  in  Mobile.  I  wrote  the  paper  sued  on.  I  asked  him 
for  the  paper.  I  don't  remember  what  was  said  as  to  the  time 
I  wanted  the  paper  to  run.  I  don't  remember  what  occurred, 
except  from  the  face  of  the  paper.  I  don't  remember  any- 
thing, except  that  the  paper  exists.  I  gave  Manly  references 
at  the  time  I  gave  him  the  notes.  I  don't  remember  to  whom 
I  referred  him  for  Boykin's  note.  I  don't  remember  whether 
I  read  the  note  of  Mr.  Boykin.  He  owed  me  nothing  at  the 
time  the  note  was  executed."  The  witness  Manly,  then  being 
re-called  by  plaintiff,  said :  "  The  paper  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  bank  before  any  money  was  paid  out."  The  defendant 
moved  to  exclude  this  statement  from  the  jury,  "  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  irrelevant,"  and  excepted  to  the  overruling  of  his 
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objection.  "  The  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  this  evidence 
wiis  admitted  as  tending  to  show  the  contract  between  plaintiff 
and  said  James  tk  Co. — whether  they  could  draw  or  not  before 
the  collateral  was  taken." 

"  This  was  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.  Then  the  defendant, 
in  connection  with  the  testimony  of  James  that  Boykin  was  a 
farmer  and  a  country  merchant,  and  in  connection  with  the 
testimony  of  Manly  on  cross-examination,  moved  the  court  to 
exclude  what  Manly  said  about  the  custom  of  banks  in  Mobile, 
1st,  because  said  testimony  was  irrelevant ;  2d,  because  the 
custom  was  not  brought  liome  to  the  defendant ;  8d,  i)ecause  no 
custom  was  established  by  the  testimony ;  and,  4th,  because  the 
custom  sought  to  be  proved  could  not  vary  the  terms  of  the 
written  instrument.  The  court  overruled  the  motion,  and  the 
defendant  excepted. 

''  The  court  instructed  the  jury,  in  its  general  charge,  as  fol- 
lows: 'If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  on  the  day 
of  the  loan,  and  at  th^  time  the  bank  entered  the  credit  on  the 
pass-book  of  B.  O.  James  &  Co.,  there  was  an  understanding 
between  the  bank  (Mr.  Manly)  and  Mr.  James,  that  James  was 
to  give  satisfactory  collateral  for  the  loan,  and  that  the  loan 
was  to  be  conditional  upon  such  collateral,  and  the  bank  made 
it  with  that  understanding;  then,  if  said  James  brought  in  this 
note  on  the  same  day,  and  this  was  in  pursuance  oi  his  said 
promise  to  give  collateral,  and  of  that  understanding  in  refer- 
ence to  the  security  upon  which  it  was  to  be  made  (if  the  jury 
believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  such  an  underetanding  was 
had), — then  the  lodgment  of  the  note  later  in  the  day  would, 
in  the  eye  of  the  law,  be  the  same  as  if  it  had  l)een  lodged  at 
the  moment  when  the  credit  was  entered  on  the  pass-book." 

•To  this  part  of  the  general  charge  the  defendant  excepted, 
and  requested  the  following  charges,  in  writing:  1.  "If  the 
jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  note  sued  on  was  ac- 
commodation paper,  then,  before  they  can  tind  for  the  plaintiff, 
they  must  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  money  was 
loaned  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  faith  and  security  of  this  iden- 
tical note:  that  if  the  plaintiff  loaned  the  money  to  B.  O. 
James  ik  Co.  on  their  due-bill,  and  Mr.  James  promised  to 
furnish  collaterals,  but  did  not  promise  to  furnish  the  note  sued 
on  in.  this  case,  thoii  they  must  hnd  for  the  defendant."  2.  "  If 
the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  loaned 
money  to  B.  O  James  &  Co.  on  their  due-bill,  or  demand  note, 
and  on  the  promise  of  said  James  to  furnish  good  collateral 
security  for  said  loan  ;  and  nothing  was  said  about  the  note 
sued  on,  and  there  was  no  ai^reement  to  furnish  said  note  as 
collateral  security,  but  said  Jiimes  *fe  Co.  afterwards  furnished 
said  note  as  collateral  security  to  said  loan ;  then  they  must 
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find  for  the  defendant."  The  court  refused  each  of  these 
charges  as  asked,  and  the  defendant  excepted  to  their  refusal. 
The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence  to  which  exceptions 
were  reserved,  as  above  stated,  the  charge  given,  and  the  re- 
fusal of  the  charges  asked,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

Satterfield  &  Young,  for  appellant. — (1.)  The  instrument 
sued  on  was  not  a  promissory  note,  as  no  time  of  payment  was 
specified,  and  was  not  governed  by  the  commercial  law. — Code, 
§2094;Stor^  on  Prom.  Notes,  §  27;  Story  on  Bills,  §50; 
Moffatt  V.  Edioards^  1  Car.  &  Marsh.  16.  (2.)  This  was  a 
patent  ambiguity,  which  could  not  be  aided  or  explained  by 
parol  evidence ;  and  there  was  a  fatal  variance  betweeen  the  in- 
strument described  in  the  complaint  and  that  offered  in  evi- 
dence.— Copelamd  ds  Brantley  v.  Cunningham,  63  A\?i.  394; 
Saivford  v.  Howard,  29  Ala.  684 ;  Hamner  v.  Cobb,  2  Stew. 
&  P.  383  ;  May  &  Bell  v.  Miller  &  Co.,  27  Ala.  515  ;  Reed  v. 
Scott,  30  Ala.  640 ;  Foster  v.  Ross,  Mino^*,  421 ;  McLendon  v. 
Godfrey,  3  Ala.  181.  (3.)  The  evidence  as  to  a  custom,  or  usage, 
among  the  banks  in  Mobile,  ought  not  to  have  been  received. 
"  It  does  not  follow,  because  a  usage  exists  as  to  the  object  of  a 
contract,  that  the  contract  is  meant  by  the  parties  to  incor- 
porate the  usage." — Whart.  Ev.  §  958.  Before  a  party  can  be 
affected  by  a  custom  or  usage,  it  must  be  brought  home  to  him. 
Ih.  §  962.  If  the  defendant  had  lived  in  Mobile,  and  it  was 
shown  that  he  had  bought  goods  of  James  &  Co.  on  a  credit  of 
seventy-five  days,  and  had  given  this  note  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt,  the  inference  might  be  drawn,  that  the  note  was  in- 
tended to  be  made  payable  seventy-five  days  after  date ;  but,  it 
being  shown  that  he  was  a  farmer  and  country  merchant,  and 
was  not  indebted  to  the  payees,  but  executed  the  note  for  their 
accommodation  only,  there  can  be  no  legitimate  inference  as  to 
the  time  of  payment  intended.  In  the  case  of  negotiable  paper, 
the  rule  which  excludes  parol  evidence  to  vary  the  terms  of  a 
writing,  when  sued  on  contractually,  is  enforced  with  distinc- 
tive stringency. — Whart.  Ev.  §  1058.  (4.)  The  evidence  of 
Manly,  as  to  the  note  being  in  the  possession  of  the  bank  before 
any  money  was  drawn  out,  ought  not  to  have  been  received. 
As  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  loan; — whether  or  not  it  was 
complete  before  the  collateral  was  taken — the  evidence .  was 
conflicting;  but  this  testimony  was  not  relevant  to  that  issue, 
since  the  loan  might  well  have  been  complete  although  the 
money  had  not  been  drawn  out ;  and  yet,  the  fact  not  being 
disputed  that  the  money  was  not  drawn  out,  the  jury  might  in- 
fer that  there  was  a  stipulation  or  agreement  that  it  should  not 
be  drawm  out  until  the  collateral  was  given.  (5.)  With  due 
deference  to  the  opinion  delivered  in  the  case  of  Miller  cfc  Co. 
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V.  Boykin,  at  the  last  terra,  the  appellant  insists  on  the  correct- 
ness of  the  principle  asserted  in  the  charges  requested  and  re- 
fused, and  asKs  a  re-examination  of  the  authorities. 

W.  C.  Ward,  contra,  cited  Evans  v.  Steele,  2  Ala.  114 ;  White 
V.  Word,  22  Ala.  442 ;  C(m7ier  v.  Routh,  7  How.  Miss.  176 ; 
Nichols  V.  Frothinghara,  45  Maine,  220;  Pearsmi  v.  Stod- 
dard, 9  Gray,  199  ;  Bvles  on  Bills,  mar.  76,  note  2 ;  Daniel  on 
Neg.  Instruments,  p  76, 1404  ;  Miller  db  Co.  v.  Boykin,  70  Ala. 
469 ;  Connerly  v.  P.  cfe  M.  Insurance  Co.,  Q%  Ala.  432. 

BKICKELL,  C.  J. — It  is  the  province  of  the  court  to  con- 
strue written  instruments,  and  declare  their  legal  effect.  But, 
when  the  legal  operation  and  effect  of  an  instrument  depends, 
not  only  on  the  meaning  and  construction  of  its  words,  but  up- 
on collateral  facts  in  pais,  and  extrinsic  evidence,  the  inference 
of  fact  to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence  should  be  submitted  to 
the  jury. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  428,  §  2.  Whether,  in  the  present 
case,  it  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine 
from  the  evidence  when  it  was  intended  the  note  should  be  due 
and  payable,  it  is  not  important  to  consider.  The  evidence  was 
addressed  to  the  court  only,  without  objection,  and  was  passed 
upon  ;  and  the  court  could,  therefore,  draw  all  such  inferences 
as  the  jury  could  have  drawn  properly. 

A  promissory  note  ought,  regularly,  to  express  upon  its  face 
the  time  at  which  it  is  payable ;  but,  if  no  time  is  expressed,  and 
there  is  not  a  plain  manifestation  of  an  intention  to  express  a 
day  of  payment,  the  law  intervenes,  and  implies  that  it  is  pay- 
able on  demand. — Story  on  Prom.  Notes,  §  29.  Or,  if  a  blank 
is  left  on  the  face  of  the  note,  for  the  insertion  of  a  day  of  pay- 
ment, and  in  this  imperfect  condition  it  is  delivered  by  the 
maker  to  the  payee,  the  latter  is  clothed  with  a  discretionary 
authority  to  insert  such  day  of  payment  as  he  may  choose. 
MitcheU  V.  Culver,  7  Cowen,  336.  Or,  if  a  certain  day  of  pay- 
ment is  intended,  and  by  mistake  or  inadvertence  omitted,  the 
holder  may  insert  it,  and  the  insertion  is  not  an  unauthorized, 
material  alteration,  which  will  vitiate  the  note. — Boyd  v.  Bro- 
t/tersmi,  10  Wend.  93. 

This  note  can  not,,  without  violence  to  the  intention 
of  the  maker,  as  shown  upon  its  face,  be  regarded  as  payable 
on  demand ;  nor  does  there  seem  to  have  been  a  blank  left  for 
the  insertion  of  a  day  of  payment ;  nor  is  there  direct  evidence 
of  an  intention  or  agreement  to  make  it  payable  at  a  particular 
time.  The  proi)osition  pressed  by  appellant  is,  that  tne  note  is 
consequently  void  for  uncertainty.  The  law  leans  against  the 
destruction  of  contracts  because  of  uncertainty,  ana  they  are 
not  suffered  to  perish,  unless,  after  reading  and  interpreting 
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tliem  in  the  light  of  the  circumstances  under  which  they  were 
made,  the  intention  of  the  parties  can  not  be  fairly  and  reason- 
ably collected  and  effectuated. — Robinson  v.  Bullock,  58  Ala. 
618.  Words  may  be  supplied,  or  may  be  rejected,  when  nec- 
essary to  carry  into  effect  the  reasonable  intention  of  the  par- 
ties. In  Chitty  on  Bills,  151,  it  is  said  :  "  Where  there  is  con- 
tradiction, amhiguity,  or  tmcertainty  in  the  terms  of  the  instru- 
ment, it  may,  especially  against  the  party  making  or  negotiat- 
ing it,  be  so  construed  as  to  give  effect  to  it  according  to  the 
presumed  intention  of  the  parties."  In  illustration,  reference  is 
made  to  the  case  in  which  the  note  read,  "  Borrowed  of  J.  S. 
50£,  which  I  promise  never  id  pay  ;  "  and  it  was  decided,  that  the 
word  never  must  be  read  as  ever,  or  wholly  rejected.  In  Coles 
V.  Hulme,  8  B.  &  C.  568  (15  Eng.  C.  L.  299),  'the  wox^j>ounds 
was  supplied,  to  effect  the  manifest  intent  of  the  parties.  In 
Evans  v.  Steele,  2  Ala.  114,  a  proniissory  note  was  made  in  1837, 
payable  first  of  January  "  one  thousand  forty.''''  By  intend- 
ment, giving  effect  to  the  presumed  intention  oi  the  parties, 
who  are  not  supposed  to  be  doing  things  which  are  vain  and 
useless,  the  court  did  not  hesitate  to  supply  the  words  eight 
hundred,  and  read  the  note  as  payable  January  iirst,  1840.  In 
White  V.  Word,  22  Ala.  442,  the  note  read  :  "  One  day  after 
I  promise  to  pay,"  &c.,  and  was  declared  upon  generally,  as 
payable  one  day  after  date.  It  was  said  :  "  The  court  will  sup- 
ply the  word  date,  and  intend  the  note  was  payable  one  day 
after  its  d^te."  A  decision  similar  in  effect  was  made  in  Pear- 
son V.  Stoddard,  9  Gray,  199;  and  in  Coolhroth  v.  Purinton, 
29  Maine,  469,  the  word  dollars  was  supplied,  making  the  in- 
strument that  which  it  was  morally  certain  the  parties  intended, 
a  promissory  note  for  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  money. 
In  the  cases  referred  to,  the  instruments  of  themselves  fur- 
nished the  means  for  the  correction  of  the  errors,  or  supplying 
the  omissions.  This  note  does  not  furnish  the  means  of  re- 
moving the  uncertainty  or  obscurity  as  to  the  day  of  payment 
which  was  intended,  and  which  was  omitted,  presumably  by  in- 
advertence. It  is  very  clearly  settled,  as  is  insisted  by  the 
counsel  for  the  appellant,  that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
explain  a  patent  ambiguity,  where  the  doubt  arises  on  the  face 
of  the  instrument.  But  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  aid  in 
ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Wills  are  often  con- 
strued by  the  aid  of  evidence  of  the  situation  of  the  testator, 
the  condition  of  his  family,  and  of  other  circumstances  surround- 
ing him  at  the  time  of  execution,  "  Contracts,"  it  is  said  by 
C.  J.  Chilton,  in  Pollard  v.  Maddox  (28  Ala.  325),  "  must  be 
interpreted  in  the  light  of  surrounding  circumstances.  The 
occasion  which  gives  rise  to  them,  the  relative  position  of  the 
parties,  and  their  obvious  design  as  to  the  objects  to  be  accom- 
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plislied,  must  be  looked  at,  in  order  to  arrive  at  tlieir  true  mean- 
ing, and  to  carry  out  their  intention  if  lawful." 

The  fact  is  not  controverted,  that  the  maker  of  the  note  in- 
tended the  loan  of  his  credit  to  the  payees,  to  aid  them  in  the 
transaction  of  their  business  as  commission-merchants  in  the 
city  of  Mobile ;  and  it  is  apparent  that  the  making  of  negotia- 
ble paper  wasthefonn  he  intended  the  loan  of  credit  to  assume. 
The  note  is  expressed  to  be  payable  and  negotial>le  at  a  bank  in 
the  city.  It  may  from  these  facts  be  safely  assumed,  that  it 
was  intended  the  note  should  be  payable  at  such  time  as  notes 
negotiable  in  bank  were  usually  made  payable,  and  not  at  such 
a  remote  jieriod  that  it  would  be  incapable  of  negotiation.  The 
evidence  of  the  time  negotiable  paper  the  banks  would  accept 
had  to  run,  was  material,  to  aid  in  determining  the  period  of  time 
it  was  intended  should  have  been  expressed  for  the  payment  of 
the  note.  That  fact,  taken  in  connection  with  the  lact  that  no 
paper  was  taken  for  seventy-five  weeks,  months,  or  years,  re- 
duced it  to  a  moral  certainty,  that  the  word  omitted  from  the 
note  was  days,  and  that  the  note  should  be  read  and  construed, 
as  if  that  word  immediately  succeeded  the  numerical  adjective 
seventy-five. —  Conner  v.  Bouth,  7  How.  (Miss.)  176  ;  Nichols  v. 
Frothingham,  45  Me.  220. 

The  principle  is  well  established  by  our  decisions,  that  re- 
ceiving negotiable  paper  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment 
of  a  pre-existing  debt,  is  not  acquiring  it  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  entitling  the  holder 
to  protection  against  the  equities  and  defenses  of  the  maker. 
1  Brick.  Dig.  276,  §§  31:7-8 ;  Cminerly  v.  P.  ch  M.  Ins.  Co., 
66  Ala.  -134.  The  authorities  generally  recognize  accommodation 
paper,  made  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  payee  to  obtain 
credit  from  third  persons  (not  by  the  agreement  of  the  parties 
limited  to  an  application  to  specific  uses),  as  an  exception  to  the 
rule ;  but  a  creditor,  taking  snch  paper  as  security  for  a  pre-ex- 
isting debt,  may  enforce  it,  notwithstanding  the  want  of  con- 
sideration between  the  original  parties. — 2  Am.  Lead.  Cases, 
242.  The  exception  is  not  recognized  in  this  court,  and  the 
holder  of  such  paper,  taken  upon  no  other  consideration  than 
as  collateral  security  for  a  precedent  debt,  is  subject  to  the  de- 
fense of  a  want  of  consideration,  which  could  be  made  as  be- 
tween the  original  parties. — Millar  v.  Boykin,  70  Ala.  469. 
The  taking  of  such  paper  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  pre- 
sently created,  is  acquiring  it  in  the  usual  course  of  business, 
upon  a  valuable  consideration,  entitling  the  holder  to  protection 
against  equities  or  defenses  existing  between  the  original  par- 
ties, of  which  he  does  not  have  notice. — ConTierly  v.  P.  cfc  M. 
Ins.  Co.,  SMpraj  Millet'  v.  Boykin,  supra. 

The  point  of  contention  between  the  parties,  in  the  City 
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Court,  was  upon  a  matter  of  fact,  which  seems  to  have  assumed 
two  phases.  The  first  was,  whetlier  tlie  loan  to  James  &  Co. 
was  complete,  before  the  note  in  suit  was  transferred  to  the 
bank ;  and  the  second  was,  whether,  if  the  loan  was  complete, 
the  giving  collaterals  for  its  security  was  not  a  consideration  in- 
ducing the  bank  to  part  with  its  money.  As  bearing  upon 
these  questions,  we  can  not  say  that  the  fact  that  no  portion  of 
the  money  loaned  was  drawn  from  the  bank,  until  after  the 
collaterals  were  transferred,  was  irrelevant. 

We  remain  of  the  opinion  expressed  in  Miller  v.  Boykin^ 
stipra,  that  it  is  not  essential,  to  constitute  the  bank  a  honajide 
holder,  the  note  in  suit  should,  at  the  time  of  the  loan,  have 
been  specified  as  one  of  the  collaterals  which  would  be  trans- 
ferred. It  was  security  for  which  the  bank  was  stipulating ;. 
security  in  the  form  of  notes  or  bills  the  payees  were  capable 
of  transferring,  and  which  would  be  available  if  they  made  de- 
fault in  payment ;  and  it  was  security  in  that  form  the  payees 
stipulated  to  give.  When  the  notes  were  transferred  to,  and 
accepted  by  the  bank,  the  agreement  of  the  parties  was  ren- 
dered specific  and  certain,  and  the  bank  became  a  holder  for 
value. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  City  Court,  and  its 
judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


TVashington  v.  The  State. 

Indictment  against  Agent,  for  Enibezzlement. 

1 .  Embezzlement,  and  fraudulent  conversion  of  property,  by  agent;  whether 
felony,  or  misdemeanor. — An  agent  or  servant  who  embezzles,  or  fraudu- 
lently converts  to  his  own  use,  "  any  money  or  property  which  has  come 
to  his  possession  by  virtue  of  his  employment,  must  be  punished,  on  con- 
viction, as  if  he  had  stolen  it"  (Code,  §  4377) ;  and  the  larceny  of  an  ox, 
or  other  domestic  animal  named  in  the  statute,  being  now  made  a  felony 
without  regard  to  the  value  of  the  animal  stolen  {lb.  <^  4358),  the  em- 
bezzlement of  such  animal  by  an  agent  is  equally  a  felony  without  re- 
gard to  value. 

2.  Am.ending  and  repealing  statutes. — A  statute  may  be  amended,  as- 
well  as  repealed,  by  implication  ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  amend- 
ing statute,  in  order  to  be  ire0  from  constitutional  objection,  should  evea 
refer  to  the  statute  which  it  operates  to  amend. 

3.  Avermeyit  of  oivnership,  and  of  principal's  name,  in  indictment. — In 
an  indictment  for  embezzlement  by  an  agent,  the  name  of  his  principal 
must  be  alleged  ;  and  it  is  the  safer  practice,  also,  to  allege  the  owner- 
ship of  the  property,  though  this  averment  may  not  be  necessary,  and 
must  be  proved  as  laid. 
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4.  Variance. — Where  the  indictment  alleges  that  the  defendant  em- 
l>ezzled  pror>erty  which  came  to  his  jiossession  as  the  agent  of  S.,  wiiile 
the  proof  shows  that  the  property  was  placed  in  his  possession  by  one  T., 
who  was  the  bailee  of  S.,  to  oe  delivered  to  S.,  the  variance  is  fatal,  un- 
less it  is  shown  that  S.  ratified  or  recognized  the  api)ointment. 

From  the  City  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thos,  M.  AKRiNCrTox. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  charged,  in  a  single  count,  that 
the  defendant  "did  embezzle,  or  fraudulently  convert  to  his 
own  use,  a  certain  ox  or  steer,  the  personal  property  of  II.  G. 
Stickney,  which  had  been  placed  in  iiis  possession,  to  be  bv  him 
driven  or  conveyed  from  Lowndes  county  to  the  city  of  jSIont- 
goniery,  and  there  by  him  delivered  to  said  II.  (t.  Stickney,  and 
which  said  ox  or  steer  was  of  the  value  of  twenty-five  dollars." 
The  cause  was  tried  on  issue  joined  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty. 
After  conviction,  the  defendant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  indictment,  but  the  motion 
was  overruled. 

On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  the  State  intro- 
duced II.  G.  Stickney  as  a  witness,  who  testified  that,  within 
six  months  before  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  '*  he  let  one 
Fayette  Thomas  have  a  sorrel  horse,  for  the  purjx)se  of  trading  or 
selling  him,  with  the  understanding,  or  agreement,  that  Thomas, 
in  the  event  he  disposed  of  the  horse,  was  to  account  to  him 
for  forty-five  dollars,  or  its  e(piivalent ;  "  that  Thomas  carried 
the  horse  to  Lowndes  county,  and  within  a  week  or  ten  days 
afterwards,  the  defendant  having  been  arrested  on  the  charge 
preferred  against  him  in  this  case,  witness  met  him  while  un- 
der arrest,  "  and  told  him  that  Thomas  had  reported  to  him  that 
he  had  traded  the  horse  for  a  mule  and  two  yearling  steers, 
and  had  sent  the  steers  by  him  (defendant)  to  lie  delivered  to 
witness  J"  and  that  the  defendant  replied :  "  I'/tat  is  all  tnght. 
There  are  some  money  transactions  between  me  and  Thom,as 
ahout  those  steers,  ana  I  sold  them  to  get  even  loith  him^  J. 
Levy,  another  witness  for  the  State,  testified  that  he  bought  a 
spotted  steer  from  the  defendant,  at  the  price  of  ten  dmlars, 
"  which  was  all  it  was  worth  ;  "  that  Thomas  told  him,  l)efore 
he  paid  the  money,  "  that  the  steer  belonged  to  Mr.  Stickney  ; " 
and  that  when  he  informed  the  defendant  of  this,  the  latter  re- 
plied :  "  That  is  all  right.  Ihnow  what  I  am  doing P  The 
policeman  in  Montgomery,  by  whom  the  defendant  was  arrested, 
testified  that,  when  informed  of  the  cause  of  arrest,  "  defend- 
ant did  not  deny  thecharge,  but  said  that  the  spotted  steer  had 
got  away ;  and  that  the  defendant  spoke  of  the  steers,  during 
the  conversation,  as  Mr.  Stickney 's.  A  witness  for  the  defend- 
ant testified  that  Thomas,  having  the  sorrel  horse  in  his  pos- 
session, came  with  the  defendant  to  liis  house,  and  offered  to 
18 
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trade  the  horse  for  a  mule  which  the  witness  had,  and  ten  dollars, 
but  witness  declined  the  offer ;  that  the  defendant  then  asked 
Thomas  if  he  only  wanted  the  mule  and  ten  dollars  for  his 
horse,  and  Thomas  answered  "  yes ; "  that  defendant  then  told 
witness,  "  he  would  trade  him  the  horse  for  the  mule,  if  wit- 
ness would  give  him  the  two  yearling  steers  in  his  lot,"  one  of 
which  was  the  steer  charged  to  have  been  sold  by  the  defendant. 
The  witness  said,  that  he  "  consented  to  this  proposition,  and 
the  trade  was  accordingly  made — the  horse  turned  over  to  wit- 
ness, the  mule  and  steers  delivered  to  defendant,  who  then  de- 
livered the  mule  to  Thomas,  and  at  the  same  time^  handed  him 
ten  dollars,  which  Thomas  received." 

"  This  was  all  the  evidence  in  the  case.  The  court  instructed 
the  jury,  among  other  things,  that  'the  indictment  charged  the 
defendant  with  the  commission  of  a  felony ;  and  if  they  found 
him  guilty,  the  punishment  to  be  inflicted  must  be  left  to  the 
court.  The  court  charged  the  jury  also,  on  the  request  of  the 
solicitor,  that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence,  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt,  that  Thomas  delivered  two  steers  to  the  de- 
fendant, which  the  defendant  knew  to  be  the  property  of  II. 
G.  Stickney,  and  to  be  delivered  by  him  to  said  Stickney,  one 
of  them  being  the  steer  mentioned  in  the  indictment,  and  that 
defendant  agreed  to  deliver  said  steers  to  said  Stickney,  then 
defendant  became  the  agent  of  Stickney  for  that  purpose ;  and 
if  he  fraudulently  sold  said  steer  to  Levy,  with  intent  to  fraudu- 
lently appropriate  to  himself  the  proceeds  of  said  sale  to  his 
own  use,  and  did  so  appropriate  them,  and  if  said  sale  and  ap- 
propriation took  place  in  this  county,  witliin  twelve  months  be- 
fore the  lindingof  this  indictment,  then  the  defendant  is  guilty 
as  charged." 

The  defendant  excepted  to  each  of  these  charges,  and  re- 
quested the  following  charges,  which  were  in  writing  :  1.  ''If 
the  authority  given  to  Thomas  was  only  to  sell  or  exchange  the 
iiorse  in  question,  then  Thomas  had  no  authority  to  constitute 
the  defendant  as  the  agent  of  Stickney  to  drive  the  cattle  to 
the  city  of  Montgomery."  2.  "  If  the  jury  believe  the  evi- 
dence, they  will  find  the  defendant  not  guilty."  The  court  re- 
fused the  second  of  these  charges,  but  gave  the  flrst,  and,  on 
giving  it,  further  instructed  the  jury,  ex  mero  tnoUi,  "  that  in 
ascertaining  whether  Thomas  had  authority  from  Stickney  to 
employ  defendant  to  drive  the  cattle,  they  might  look,  not  only 
at  the  terms,  but  also  at  the  nature  of  the- employment ;  and  if 
the  latter  was  such  as  to  necessitate  the  employment  of  other 
agents,  then  Thomas  would  have  the  right  to  employ  them, 
though  not  expressly  authorized  to  do  so,  and  might  have  em- 
ployed the  defendant  to  drive  the  cattle  as  the  agent  of  Stick- 
ney, if  necessary  to  accomplish  the  object  of  the  agency."  To 
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this  additional  affirmative  charge,  and  al.'<o  to  the  refusal  of  the 
second  charge,  exceptions  were  duly  reserved  by  the  defandent. 

Jno.  Gixdrat  WLvrp:R,  for  appellant. — (I.)  The  indictment 
was  fatally  defective,  because  it  did  not  allege  the  agency  with 
sufficient  certainty,  and  that  the  property  came  to  tlie  defend- 
ant's possession  by  virtue  of  his  agency.  (2).  The  indictment 
seems  to  have  l)een  framed  on  the  idea,  that  the  defendant  was 
the  agent  of  Stickney  ;  while  the  evidence  showed,  if  there  was 
any  agency  at  all,  that  he  was  the  agent  of  Thomas.  The  vari- 
ance was  fatal.  (3.)  The  indictment  charged  a  felon}-,  but  the 
proof  showed  only  a  misdemeanor,  if  any  offense  at  all.  When 
the  statute  was  enacted  under  which  the  indictment  was  found 
(Code,  ^  4377),  the  larceny  of  an  ox,  or  other  domestic  animal, 
under  $25  in  value,  was  only  a  misdemeanor ;  and  the  subse- 
quent change  in  that  statute,  making  the  larceny  a  felony  with- 
out regard  to  the  value  of  the  animal  stolen,  could  not  effect  a 
corresponding  change  in  the  statute  against  embezzlement.  The 
amending  statute  had  no  reference  to  the  statute  aii^ainst  em- 
bezzlement, and  can  not  change  it  by  implication.  The  Gen- 
eral Assem])ly  can  not  accomplish  by  indirection  what  it  is  for- 
bidden to  do  directly.  The  incorporation  of  both  of  these 
statutes  in  the  Code  of  1876,  can  not  change  their  legal  opera- 
tion or  effect. — Dane  v.  Mc Arthur,  57  Ala.  449. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-Geneaal  for  the  State.  (1.)  Em- 
bezzlemeift  by  an  agent,  or  the  fraudulent  conversion  of  prop- 
erty which  came  to  his  possession  by  virtue  of  his  employment, 
is  an  offense  of  the  same  grade  as  the  larceny  of  the  property 
would  be. — Code,  jj  4377.  A  statute  may  be  amended  by  im- 
plication, without  any  express  reference  to  it.  —  J^iggs  v. 
Brewer,  64  Ala.  282:  Steele  v.  The  Sttite,  61  Ala.  214.  Be- 
sides, the  two  statutes  take  effect  from  the  time  of  the  adoption 
of  the  Code  of  1876,  in  which  both  of  them  are  incorporated. 
(2.)  The  defendant  received  the  oxen  from  Thomas,  but  for 
the  purpose  of  delivering  them  to  Stickney.  Stickney  could 
have  recovered  them  from  him  by  action,  or  maintained  an  ac- 
tion for  their  loss  bv  negligence. — Regina  v.  CaUahan^  8  Car. 
&  P.  154:  2  Wharton's  Amer.  Crim.  Law,  §§  1912,  1953-5; 
Redfield  on  Carriers,  234 ;  M.  tfe  W.  P.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 41  Ala.  667. 

SOMERVILLE.  J. — The  indictment  is  for  the  embezzle- 
ment of  an  ox,  or  steer,  which  the  defendant  is  alleged  to  have 
fraudulently  converted  to  his  own  use,  contrary  to  the  provis- 
ions of  section  4377  of  the  present  Code  (of  1876). 

We  tliink  the  court  did  not  err  in  charging  the  jury  that  the 
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offense  was  a  felony.  The  larceny  of  an  ox  or  steer,  without 
regard  to  its  vahie,  is  made  a  felony  by  section  4358  of  the 
Code,  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary,  or  by 
sentence  to  hard  labor  for  the  county,  for  not  less  than  two,  nor 
more  than  five  years.  And  the  emhezzleraefit  of  property,  un- 
der the  above  section,  is  required  to  be  punished  just  as  the 
larceny  of  it  is. — Code,  §  4377.  It  is,  in  our  judgment,  imma- 
terial, that  the  statute  against  larceny  has  been  amended,  since 
the  one  against  embezzlement  was  enacted,  so  as  to  make  that  a 
felony  which  before  may  have  been  only  a  misdemeanor.  It  is 
a  plain  principle,  that  statutes  may  be  amended,  as  well  as  be 
repealed,  hy  implication',  and  it  is  not  essential  that  the  amenda- 
tory statute  should  even  refer  to  the  acts  or  sections  which  they 
thus  operate  to  amend,  in  order  to  be  free  from  constitutional 
objection.  There  is  no  clause  in  our  constitution  prohibiting 
this  species  of  legislation. — Cooley's  Const.  Lim.  152. 

The  objection  to  the  indictment,  however,  is  well  taken. 
The  yiM  of  the  crime  charged  is  embezzlement  hy  an  agent,  of 
property  which  has  come  into  his  possession  hy  virtue  of  his 
employmejit,  O'r  agency. — Code,  §  4377.  The  indictment 
should,  therefore,  have  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  the  ser- 
vant or  agent  of  some  named  principal. — Code,  1876,  p.  997, 
Form  Ko.  50 ;  Watson  v.  State,  70  Ala.  13  ;  Hinder er  v.  State, 
38  Ala.  415 ;  Lowenthal  v.  State,  32  Ala.  589. 

It  '^v'as  unnecessary,  perhaps,  for  the  indictment  to  have  al- 
leged the  ownership  of  the  property  embezzled,  as  a  fact 
separate  and  distinct  from  the  necessary  inference  of  such 
ownership,  based  on  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  and  on 
the  further  fact  that  the  property  had  come  into  the  agent's  or 
servant's  possession  by  virtue  of  his  agency  or  employment. 
The  safer  practice,  however,  is  always  to  aver  such  OAvnership, 
varying  the  averments  in  several  counts  so  as  to  meet  the  pos- 
sibilities of  a  variance.  But,  where  ownerdiip  is  averred  in 
such  cases,  it  becomes  material,  and  must  be  proved. 

The  defendant,  under  the  proof  made,  was  not  the  agent  or 
servant  of  Stickney,  who  was  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  property  embezzled.  Thomas  had  received 
the  horse  from  Stickney,  with  the  understanding  that  he  was 
to  pay  him  (Stickney)  forty-five  dollars,  or  tts  equivalent. 
Thomas  traded  the  horse  for  other  property,  including  the  ox 
or  steer  in  question,  which  latter  animal  was  placed  in  de- 
fendant's custody,  to  be  by  him  delivered  to  Stickney.  The 
defendant  was  selected  by,  and  acted  for  Thomas,  who  was, 
therefore,  his  principal.  If  the  animal  had  been  destroyed  by 
the  malice  of  the  agent,  or  lost  through  his  negligence,  it  is 
plain  that  the  loss  would  be  Thomas',  not  Stickney's. — Ilin- 
derer's  case,  38  Ala.  415,  supra.  If  Stickney  had  recognized 
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or  indorsed  the  appointment  of  the  defendant,  he  might  then 
have  been  regarded  as  his  agent.  Tlie  eharo;e  of  the  court 
touchino^  this  aspect  of  the  case  was,  in  our  opinion,  erroneous. 
The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
In  the  meanwhile  the  defendant  will  be  retained  in  custody, 
until  discharged  by  due  course  of  law. 


Nininger  v.  Norwood. 

£ill  in  Equity  for  Injunction  a7id  Abatement  of  Nuiscmce. 

1.  -Prirate  nuisance  ;  jurisdiction  of  et/uity  to  abate  ;  verdict  and  judg- 
ment at  law. — The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  a  private 
nuisance,  at  the  suit  of  a  person  thereby  aggrieved,  ccmpelling  its  abate- 
ment, is  well  estabHsheu ;  and  when  the  legal  title  of  tlie  party  coni- 

1>laining  is  clear  and  undoubted,  it  is  not  necessary  that  his  right  should 
)e  first  established  by  a  verdict  and  judgment  at  law. 

2.  Satne ;  adequacy  of  legal  remedies. — When  the  injury  complained 
■of  is  permanent,  continuous,  or  constantly  recurring,  though  there  maj' 
be  a  remedy  at  law,  it  is  obviously  inadequate ;  and  the  interference  of  a 
court  of  equity  is  necessary,  to  prevent  irreparable  injury  and  a  multipli- 
city of  suits. 

3.  Same ;  easement  for  flow  of  waters  from,  upper  lands  upon  lower. 
When  two  adjacent  tracts  of  land  belong  to  different  i)erson8,  the  upper 
or  dominant  tract  has  a  natural  easement  or  servitude  in  the  lower,  for 
the  discharge  of  all  waters  falling  or  accumulating  from  natural  causes  on 
the  surface ;  and  any  interference  with  this  right,  or  obstruction  of  it,  by 
the  owner  of  the  lower  tract,  by  the  erection  of  an  embankment  on  his 
own  land,  whereby  the  waters  are  thrown  back  upon  the  ujiper  tract,  or 
their  natural  flow  obstructed,  is  a  private  nuisance  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  enjoin  and  abate. 

4.  Same;  limitation  of  action  or  suit. — By  analogy  to  the  statute  of 
limitations  at  law  barring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  lands  (Code,  ^ 
2900),  ten  years  is  a  bar  in  equity  to  a  suit  which  seeks  to  enjoin  and 
abate  an  embankment  on  land  as  a  private  nuisance  to  the  owner  of  the 
adjacent  upper  lands.  , 

5.  Hugbund'H  ansent  to  embankment  causing  damage  to  wife's  lands. 
The  assent  of  the  husband  to  the  construction  or  continuance  of  an  em- 
bankment on  adjacent  lands,  causing  continuous  injury  to  his  wife's 
land,  can  not  V)ar  or  preclude  her  from  maintaining  a  suit  in  equity  to 
«njoin  and  abate  it. 

AiTEAL  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  H.  Austill. 

The  original  bill  iii  this  case  was  filed  on  the  8th  May,  1878, 
by  Mar}'  K.  Norwood,  a  married  woman,  suing  by  her  husband 
as  next  friend  and  trustee,  against  John  Nininger,  A.  R.  Ninin- 

fer,  and  James  Magee ;  and  sought  to  enjoin  and  abate  an  em- 
ankment  and  certain  ditches,  which  the  defendants  had  con- 
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structed  on  lands  belonging  to  them,  and  by  wliicli,  as  the  bill 
alleged,  the  water  falling  on  complainant's  lands,  and  naturally 
emptying  into  a  stream  called  "Lake  creek,"  was  obstructed, 
dammed  up,  and  thrown  back  on  her  lands,  after  every  heavy 
rain-fall,  destroying  her  crops,  and  permanently  injuring  her 
lands ;  also,  an  account  of  the  damages  thereby  caused  to  the 
complainant's  lands,  and  the  condenmation  of  the  defendants' 
lands  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  amount  of  damages  thus  ascer- 
tained.  According  to  the  allegations  of  tiie  bill,  there  were 
two  embankments,  with  connecting  ditches,  of  which  complaint 
was  made;  one  constructed  in  1862,  by  N.  L.  Brooks,  who  af- 
terwards sold  and  conveyed  his  lands  to  the  Xiiiingers,  and  the 
other  in  December,  1877,  by  the  defendants ;  and  it  was  alleged,, 
as  to  each  of  these,  that  they  were  made  without  the  consent 
of  the  complainant,  her  husband,  or  her  trustee,  and  against 
their  remonstrance  and  protest,  and  were  maintained  and  re- 
paired by  the  defendants  without  such  consent.  The'  bill 
alleged,  also,  the  insolvency  of  N.  L.  Brooks,  and  of  each  of 
the  defendants. 

The  defendants  jointly  demurred  to  the  bill,  for  want  of 
equity,  because  the  complainant  had  not  established  her  right 
by  a  judguient  at  law,  and  because  she  had  an  adequate  reuiedy 
at  law.  John  Nininger  afterwards  died,  and  the  suit  was  abated 
as  against  him.  The  other  defendants  filed  a  joint  answer,  in 
which  they  alleged  that  the  ditch  mentioned  in  the  bill,  and 
said  to  have  been  dug  by  N.  L.  Brooks,  was  in  fact  dug  and 
kept  open  by  said  N.  L.  Brooks  and  his  father,  John  W.  Brooks 
(who  was  also  the  complainant's  father,  and  who  then  owned' 
the  lands  afterwards  conveyed  to  her),  for  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bling them  to  reclaim  and  cultivate  the  swamp  lands  through 
which  the  creek  flowed ;  that  in  1867,  when  X.  L,  Brooks  sold 
and  conveyed  his  lands  to  the  respondents,  he  conveyed  a  small 
parcel,  containing  about  five  acres,  to  James  II.  Norwood,  the 
complainant's  husband,  in  consideration  of  his  covenant  to  keep 
this  ditch  open  and  in  proper  repair ;  that  this  contract  between 
K.  L.  Brooks  and  Norwood  "  was  well  known  to  complainant, 
and  to  her  said  trustee,  who  was  a  witness  thereto,  and  waa 
sanctioned  and  approved  by  her  as  a  proper  act  of  her  husband 
in  her  behalf;"  that  the  complainant  and  her  husband  "failed 
to  keep  clear  the  said  eight-foot  ditch,  as  said  Norwood  con- 
tracted to  do,  and  said  ditch  so  dug  by  respondents,  which  runs 
parallel  with  said  eight-foot  ditch  and  abont  thirty  yards  distant, 
was  necessary  to  drain  off  the  water  which  said  former  ditch 
was  intended  to  drain  ;  that  no  more  water  is  now  thrown  upon 
complainant's  lands  than  was  thrown  on  them  by  said  eight-foot 
ditch ;  and  these  respondents  deny  that  any  injury  wliatever 
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results  to  complainant's  lands  on  account  of  said  ditch  com- 
plained of,  or  by  any  act  or  omission  of  these  respondents."' 

The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and.  on 
tinal  hearing  on  pleadings  and  proof,  decreed  as  follows:  "The 
coniplainant  is  not  entitled  to  relief,  so  far  as  the  old  levee  built 
by  Brooks  is  concerned.  The  evidence  shows  that  this  levee 
and  ditch  follows  pretty  nearly  what  is  called  the  'run'  of  the 
old  lake,  and  the  complainant'^  testimony  does  not  satisfactorily 
show  that  said  levee,  and  repairs  upon  it,  have  been  injurious 
to  her  land  by  throwing  back  the  water  upon  it.  As  to  the 
levee  thrown  up  by  the  respondents,  on  the  east  side  of  the 
ditch  dug  by  Nininger,  commencing  at  the  sixteen-foot  ditch, 
and  extending  southerly  to  a  point  near  the  Brooks  ditch  and 
the  public  road,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  complainant  is  en- 
titled to  relief.  It  appears  to  the  court  that  said  levee  obstructs 
the  natural  How  of  the  water  from  complainant's  land,  which 
tlows  naturally  in  a  north-east  direction,  and  causes  the  water, 
in  times  of  freshets,  to  stand  longer  upon  her  lands  than  it 
would  otherwise  do.  Said  levee  is  decreed  to  be  a  nuisance, 
and  it  must  be  abated  ;  and  the  respondent  Nininger  is  ordered 
to  abate  and  take  away  said  levee  thrown  up  hy  him,  so  that  it 
shall  no  longer  obstruct  the  flow  of  water,  within  ninety  days 
from  this  date."  The  chancellor  declined  to  estimate  the  dam- 
ages, but  ordered  an  issue  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury  to  determine 
the  damages. 

The  defendants  appeal  from  this  decree,  and  here  assign  as 
error  the  overruling  of  their  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  that  part 
of  the  linal  decree  granting  relief  to  the  couiplainant ;  and  there 
is  a  cross-assignment  of  error  by  the  complainant,  on  account  of 
the  refusal  to  grant  any  relief  as  against  the  old  levee  and  ditch 
constructed  by  Brooks. 

Williamson  &  Cook,  for  the  appellants. — (1.)  The  right  of 
an  owner  of  land  to  occupy  and  improve  it  in  such  manner  as 
he  may  see  fit,  either  by  changing  the  surface,  or  the  erection 
of  buildings  or  other  structures  thereon,  is  not  restricted  or 
modilied  by  the  fact  that  his  own  land  is  so  situated,  with  refer- 
ence to  that  of  adjoining  owners,  that  an  alteration  in  the  mode 
of  its  improvement  or  occupation  in  any  portion  of  it  will 
cause  water,  which  may  accumulate  thereon  by  rains  and  snows 
falling  on  its  surface,  or  flowing  on  to  it  over  the  surface  of  ad- 
jacent lots,  either  to  stand  in  unusual  quantities  on  other  adja- 
cent lands,  or  pass  into  and  over  the  same  in  greater  quantities, 
or  in  other  directions  than  they  were  accustomed  to  flow.  The 
right  of  a  person  to  the  free  and  unfettered  control  of  his  own 
land,  above,  upon,  and  beneath  the  surface,  c^n  not  be  inter- 
fered with,  or  restrained,  by  any  considerations  of  injury  to 
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others,  which  may  be  occasioned  by  the  flow  of  mere  surface 
water,  in  consequence  of  the  lawful  appropriation  of  land  by 
its  owner  to  a  particular  use,  or  mode  of  enjoyment;  nor  is  it 
material,  in  the  application  of  this  principle,  whether  a  party 
obstructs  or  changes  the  direction  and  flow  of  surface  water,  by 
preventing  it  from  coming  within  the  limits  of  his  own  land, 
or  by  erecting  barriers,  or  changing  the  level  of  the  soil,  so  as 
to  turn  it  off  in  a  new  course  on  his  own  lands.  A  party  may 
improve  his  own  lands,  although  he  may  thereby  cause  the  sur- 
face water,  whencesoever  it  may  come,  to  pass  on  in  a  different 
direction,  and  in  larger  quantities  than  before. —  Gannon  v.  Har- 
gadon;  10  Allen,  Mass.  106 ;  Goodale  v.  Tuttle,  29  N.  Y.  459 ; 
Whits  V.  Chopin,  12  Allen,  Mass.  516;  and  other  cases  cited 
in  Angell  on  Water-Courses,  7th  ed.,  119-22;  also,  Taylor  v. 
Fichas,  64  Indiana,  167.  (2  )  The  husband's  assent  to  the  cut- 
ting of  the  ditches,  and  his  approval  of  the  work,  was  a  full 
protection  to  the  defendants  against  the  complaint  of  the  wife. 
As  husband  and  trustee  he  had  the  full  control  and  management 
of  his  wife's  property,  and  the  right  to  receive  the  rents,  in- 
come and  profits,  without  liability  to  account ;  and  the  wife  can 
not  repudiate  or  complain  of  his  acts,  while  he  continues  her 
trustee.  If  the  ditches  injured  the  crops  on  the  land,  the  hus- 
band alone  could  complain  of  it ;  and  his  consent  took  away  his 
right  of  action,  if  any  accrued  to  him. 

W.  R.  Houghton,  and  Watts  &  Sons,  contra. — (1.)  By  the 
old  Roman  law,  all  lands  were  burdened  with  the  servitude  of 
receiving  and  discharging  the  waters  arising  from  natural  causes, 
which  naturally  flowed  down  to  them  from  higher  lands. — Ad- 
dison on  Torts,  70-71.  That  this  is  the  law  in  this  country, 
see  Hooper  "0.  Wilkinson,  15  La.  Ann.  497;  Gilhnan  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  49  Illinois,  484 ;  Livingston  v.  MoDo7iald,  21  Iowa, 
160 ;  Laumier  v.  Francis,  23  Mo.  181 ;  Martin  v.  Riddle, 
26  Penn.  St.  415  ;  Butler  v.  Feck,  16  Ohio  St.  334 ;  Bellows  v. 
Sackett,  15  Barb.  96  ;  Griesemer  v.  Kaufman,  26  Penn.  St.  407 ; 
lievins  v.  Peoria,  41  Illinois,  502 ;  30  !<".  Y.  519 ;  12  Minn. 
451 ;  17  Texas,  688  ;  4  Geo.  241 ;  Rudd  v.  Williams,  43  111. 
385  ;  Greensdale  v.  Halliday,  6  Bing.  379.  (2.)  When  Xin- 
inger  bought  from  Brooks,  the  lands  were  charged  with  this 
servitude,  and  he  took  them  subject  to  it. — Mayor  v.  Coleman, 
58  Ala.  570 ;  Mayor  v.  Jones,  58  Ala.  654.  (3.)  As  to  the 
embankment  and  ditch  constructed  by  Brooks,  the  complainant's 
right  of  action  would  Only  be  barred  by  the  lapse  of  twenty 
years,  which  would  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant. — Angell 
on  Water-Courses,  §  201 ;  Polly  v.  McCall,  S7  A\&.  29  ;  Ricord 
V.  Williams,  7  Wheaton,  107 ;  American  Co.  v.  Bradford,  27 
Cal.  367 ;  Williams  v.  JVelson,  23  Pick.  144.     (4.)     That  the 
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complainant  pursued  the  proper  remedy,  and  that  she  was  not 
conchided  by  the  assent  or  conduct  of  her  husband,  is  settled 
by  the  case  of  Thomas  v.  James,  32  Ala.  723. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J.— The  original  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs. 
Mary  R.  Norwood,  a  married  woman,  owning  a  plantation, 
partly  as  a  statutory,  and  partly  as  an  equitable  separate  estate, 
to  enjoin  the  defendants,  who  own  an  adjoining  plantation,  from 
continuing  thereon  levees,  or  etnbankments,  causing  waters  to 
flow  back  upon  the  lands  of  the  complainant,  which,  following 
their  natural  outlet,  had  always  flowed  therefrom  over  the  lands 
of  tlie  defendants.  The  material  averments  of  the  bill  are  : 
That  a  stream,  known  as  "  Lake  Creek,''  runs  through  the  plan- 
tation of  Mrs.  Norwood.  In  times  of  heavy  rains,  large  quanti- 
ties of  water  escaping  over  the  banks  of  this  stream,  u{)on  the 
lands  of  complainant,  with  the  accumulations  of  rain  water, 
have  a  natural  outlet  therefrom  over  the  lands  of  the  defendants. 
To  jjrevent  these  waters  from  flowing  over  and  flooding  their 
lands,  the  defendants  have  erected  embankments,  or  levees, 
which  cause  them  to  flow  back  and  accumulate  upon  the  lands 
of  the  complainant,  rendering  them  less  fit  for  cultivation,  and 
in  other  respects  injuring  them. 

The  manifest  theory  upon  which  the  bill  proceeds  i?,  that  the 
lands  of  the  defendants  are  burdened  with  the  servitude  of  re- 
ceiving and  discharging  the  waters  flowing  down  to  them  from 
the  lands  of  the  complainant.  If  that  theory  can  be  main- 
tained, the  bill  presents  a  clear  case  for  the  interference  of  a 
court  of  equity.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  enjoin 
the  erection,  or  the  continuance  of  private  nuisances,  com- 
I)elling  their  abatement,  at  the  instance  of  a  party  aggrieved, 
is  well  established.  When  the  legal  right  of  the  party  com- 
plaining is  clear  and  undoubted,  and  the  wrong  is  not  suscepti- 
ble of  adequate  compensation  in  damages  recoverable  in  an  ac- 
tion at  law,  or  is  in  its  very  nature  and  character  continuous 
and  constantly  recurring,  the  interference  of  the  court  is  nec- 
essary, to  prevent  irreparable  injury  and  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
There  is,  in  the  contemplation  of  the  court,  a  very  just  distinc- 
tion between  injuries  in  their  nature  temporary  and  fugitive, 
and  injuries  permanent,  continuous,  constantly  recurring.  In 
reference  to  temporary  injuries,  the  intervention  of  the  court 
may  depend  upon  the  adequacy  of  legal  remedies.  But,  when 
the  injury  is  permanent,  continuous,  constantly  recurring,  there 
may  be  a  remedy  at  law,  but  its  inadequacy  is  obvious.  The 
court  of  law  can  not  restore  the  party  complaining  to  the  con- 
dition in  which  he  wasbefore  the  wrong  was  done,  and  in  which 
he  has  the  legal  right  to  remain  unmolested ;  nor  can  it,  by  re- 
moving the  cause,  prevent  the  necessity  for  multiplied  litiga- 
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tion. — Wood  on  Nuisances,  812;  High  on  Inj.  §§  501,  et  seq. 
Assuming  that  complainant  has  the  clear  legal  right  asserted, 
the  defendants  have  invaded  it,  by  obstructing  the  natural  flow 
of  the  waters,  causing  them,  in  times  of  heavy  rains,  to  flow 
back  and  accumulate  upon  the  land  of  the  complainant,  sub- 
merging crops,  interrupting  cultivation,  and  deteriorating  the 
fertility  of  the  soil.  The  injury  is  permanent,  continuous,  and 
is  of  recurrence  in  all  rainy  seasons.  It  is  irreparable  injury, 
as  that  term  is  employed  in  a  court  of  equity,  for  which  legal 
remedies  will  not  afford  adequate  redress,  and  against  which  a 
court  of  equity  only  can  afford  relief  and  protection. — Wood  on 
Nuisances,  817.  Nor,  if  the  right  of  the  complainant  is  clear 
— if,  as  matter  of  law,  the  lands  of  the  defendants  are  burdened 
with  the  servitude  claimed — is  it  essential  that,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  interference  of  the  court,  the  right  should  have 
been  established  by  a  verdict  and  judgment  at  law.  Substan- 
tial, actual  injury  has  resulted,  and  there  can  be  no  necessity  for 
sending  the  party  to  a  court  of  law  for  the  determination  of  a 
mere  legal  question,  compelling  submission  to  the  wrong  during 
the  pendency  of  the  action. — Gardner  v.  JVewhirgh,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  162;  Hohnan  v.  foiling  Spri?ig  Bleaxihing  Co.,  14  N.  J. 
Eq^  (1  McCarter)  335. 

The  remaining,  and  more  important  question,  involved  in  the 
demurrer  to  the  bill,  is  the  existence  of  the  right  asserted  by  the 
complainant.  Whether,  as  the  owner  of  the  land  upon  which 
the  waters  escaping  from  the  creek  in  times  when  it  is  swollen 
by  heavy  rains,  with  the  waters  accumulating  by  the  fall  of  rain, 
the  complainant  has  a  natural  easement  in  tlie  lands  of  the  de- 
fendants, to  the  extent  of  the  natural  flow  of  these  waters  from 
her  land,  to  and  upon  the  lands  of  the  defendants,  is  the  con- 
trolling, decisive  question.  In  Hughes  v.  Anderson,  68  Ala. 
280,  we  considered  the  right  of  the  owner  of  an  upper  parcel  of 
lands  to  collect  and  concentrate  the  waters  falling  or  originating 
upon  his  lands,  increasing  the  flow,  and  discharging  them  in 
greater  volumes  upon  the  lower  parcel.  Following  tne  case  of 
Kauffman  v.  Griesemer,  26  Penn.  St.  407,  we  held,  that  the 
owner  of  the  upjser  or  superior  heritage  had  not  the  right  to 
create  new  channels  for  the  water  falling  or  originating  upon 
his  lands,  but  that  he  could  improve  his  lands,  though  the 
volume  of  water  discharged  by  its  accustomed  channels  M-as 
thereby  increased.  There  are  many  interesting  questions  of 
growing  importance,  connected  with  the  general  subject  of  the 
rights  of  adjoining  proprietors  as  to  water  falling  or  originating 
upon  lands,  b\it  we  conflne  our  consideration  to  the  single  ques- 
tion the  ease  presents. 

The  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  is,  that  the  owner  of  the  upper 
or  dominant  estate  has  a  natural  easement  or  servitude  in  the 
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lower  or  servient  one,  to  discharge  all  waters  falling  or  accu- 
mulating upon  his  land,  which  is  higher,  upon  or  over  the  land 
of  the  servient  owner,  as  in  a  state  of  nature ;  and  that  such 
natural  flow  or  passage  of  the  waters  can  not  be  interrupted  or 
prevented  by  the  servient  owner,  to  the  detriment  or  injury  of 
the  estate  of  the  dominant  or  any  other  proprietor.  The  doc- 
trine is  repudiated  in  some  of  the  American  courts,  and  it  is  as- 
,  serted  that  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law  is,  that  there  exists 
no  such  natural  easement  or  servitude  in  favor  of  the  owner  of 
the  su|)erior  or  higher  ground  as  to  mere  surface  water ;  and 
that  the  owner  of  the  inferior  or  lower  estate  may,  if  he  choose, 
lawfully  obstruct  or  hinder  the  natural  How  of  such  water  thereon, 
and,  in  so  doing,  may  turn  the  same  back  upon,  or  off,  or  to,  or 
over  the  lands  of  other  proprietors,  without  liability  for  injuries 
occurring  from  such  obstruction  or  diversion. — 3  Wait's  Actions 
and  Defenses,  711 ;  Angellon  Water-Courses,  §§  l()Set8etj.{7t\\ 
ed).  In  England,  the  rule  seems  firmly  adhered  to,  that  lands 
are  burdened  with  the  servitude  of  receiving  and  discharging 
all  waters  that  naturally  tlow  down  to  them  from  the  lands  of 
an  adjoining  proprietor  upon  a  higher  level.  Any  interference 
with,  or  obstruction  of  the  servitude  by  the  lower  owner,  to  the 
injury  of  the  owner  of  the  dominant  estates,  subjects  him  to 
liability  for  the  resulting  damage. — Wood  on  Nuisances,  422. 
This  rule,  with  an  exception,  per7uips,  as  to  town  or  city  lots,  is 
followed  generally  in  this  country. — Gillmanv.  Madison  R.  JR. 
Co.,  49  III.  484;  Adams  v.  Walker,  34  Conn.  466;  Kaufman 
V.  Grlesemer,  26  Penn.  St.  406  ;  Miller  v.  Lanhach,  47  it).  154 ; 
Oahum  V.  Coiner,  46  Cal.  346  ;  Butler  v.  Peck,  16  Ohio  St.  334; 
Watts  V.  Clifton,  22  lb.  247 ;  Swett  v.  Cutis,  5U  N.  H.  439. 

In  the  very  carefully  considered  case  of  Hutle?'  v.  Peck,  said 
Brinkerhoff,  J.,  **  The  principle  seems  to  be  established  and  in- 
disputable, that  when  two  parcels  of  land,  belonging  to  different 
owners,  lie  adjacent  to  each  other,  and  one  parcel  lies  lower  than 
the  other,  the  lower  one  owes  a  servitude  to  the  upper,  to  re- 
ceive the  water  which  naturally  runs  from  it,  providing  the  in- 
dustry of  man  has  not  been  used  to  create  the  ser'vitude.  Or,  in 
other  words  more  familiar  to  the  students  of  the  common  law, 
the  t>wner  of  the  upper  parcel  of  land  has  a  natural  easement 
in  the  lower  parcel,  to  the  extent  of  the  natural  flow  of  water 
from  the  upper  parcel  to  and  upon  the  lower."  And  again  it 
was  said  :  '*  The  natural  easement  arises  out  of  the  relative  al- 
titudes of  adjacent  surfaces  as  nature  made  them,  and  these  al- 
titudes may  not  be  artificially  changed  to  the  danrnge  of  an  ad- 
jacent proprietor."  In  Martin  v.  Piddle,  reported  in  a  note 
to  Kaujf'maii  v.  G rieseiner,  supra,  it  is  said  by  Lowrie,  J. : 
•*  Where  two  fields  adjoin,  and  one  is  lower  than  the  other,  the 
lower  must  necessarily  be  subject  to  all  the  natural  fiow  of  water 
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from  tlie  upper  one.  Tlie  inconvenience  arises  from  its  posi- 
tion, and  is  usually  more  than  compensated  by  other  circum- 
stances ;  hence  the  owner  of  the  lower  ground  has  no  right  to 
erect  embankments,  whereby  the  natural  flow  of  the  water  from 
the  upper  ground  shall  be  stopped  ;  nor  has  the  owner  of  the 
upper  ground  a  right  to  make  any  excavations  or  drains,  by 
which  the  flow  of  water  is  diverted  from  its  natural  channel, 
and  a  new  channel  made  on  the  lower  ground  ;  nor  can  he  col- 
lect into  one  channel  -waters  usually  flowing  off  into  his  neigh- 
bor's fields  by  several  channels,  and  thus  increase  the  waste  up- 
on the  lower  fields."  And  in  the  case  of  Kauffman  v.  G7ne8emer^ 
Woodward,  J.,  said  :  "  Almost  the  whole  law  of  water-courses 
is  founded  in  the  maxim  of  the  common  law.  Aqua  currit^  et 
debet  currere.  Because  water  is  descendible  by  nature,  the 
owner  of  a  dominant  or  superior  heritage  has  an  easement  in  the 
servient  or  inferior  tenement,  for  the  discharge  of  all  waters 
which  by  nature  rise  in,  or  flow  or  fall  upon  the  superior." 

These  parties,  complainant  and  defendants,  acquired  the  lands 
w4th  full  knowledge  of  their  natural  relations,  and  that  from 
the  one  parcel,  because  of  its  altitude,  and  because  water  is  in 
its  nature  descendible,  the  bursts  of  water  from  the  creek  in 
freshets,  and  the  accumulations  of  rain  water,  had  and  found  a 
natural  outlet  over  the  immediately  adjacent  lower  lands. 
Whatever  of  advantage  to  the  one,  or  of  inconvenience  to  the 
other,  resulted  from  the  natural  formation  of  the  lands,  entered 
into  the  consideration  of  the  acquisition ;  and  there  can  be  no 
justice  in  suffering  one  party  to  increase  his  advantages,  or  to 
lessen  his  inconveniences,  at  the  expense,  and  to  the  injury  of 
the  other.  There  can  not  be  interminable  contests  between 
them  as  to  tlie  lessening  or  increasing  the  burdens  nature  has 
imposed.  Either  may  improve  his  own  parcel,  so  long  as  he 
keeps  within  a  just  application  of  the  maxim,  Sic  utere  tuo,  ut 
Imdas  non  alienimi.  The  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  not  well 
taken,  and  was  properly  overruled. 

There  is  more  of  seeming  than  real  conflict  in  the  evidence. 
The  principal  facts  are  not  left  in  doubt  or  uncertainty.  The 
inclination  of  the  lands  of  the  defendants  is  to  the  north-east, 
and  to  tlie  south-west  lie  the  lands  of  the  complainant.  The 
natural  outlet  for  the  water  falling  upon  the  lands  of  the  com- 
plainant, and  of  the  water  originating  thereon  in  the  bursts  of 
the  creek  in  freshets,  is  over  the  lands  of  the  defendants. 
These  facts  are  uncontroverted,  and  the  owners  of  these  lands 
have  for  a  long  time  been  endeavoring  to  lessen  the  injury  to 
them  resulting  from  the  natural  flow  of  the  waters.  The  first 
embankment  or  levee  which  is  complained  of,  styled  in  the 
pleadings  and  the  evidence  the  "  ten -foot  ditch,"  has  been  con- 
structed by  the  defendant  across  the  natural  channel  and  direc- 
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tion  of  tliese  waters,  extending  for  a  distance  of  alxjut  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  yard6,retarding  the  natural  tlow  of  tlie  water,raising 
it  higher,  and  keeping  it  longer  upon  the  lands  of  the  complain- 
ant. We  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  chancellor,  that  the  em- 
bankment or  levee  ought  to  be  abated ;  that  it  is  of  continuous 
and  constantly  recurring  injury  to  the  complainant.  As  form- 
ing part  of  this  embankment,  must  Ije  included  the  embank- 
ment running  north  from  the  the  hills,  leaving  the  curve  at  the 
crossing  of  the  running  stream,  as  these  objects  are  mentioned 
in  the  evidence,  and  indicated  in  the  plat  or  map  exhibited  to 
the  witnesses  of  the  complainant.  This  embankment  is  not 
immediately  connected  with  the  longer  one  extending  to  the 
"sixteen-foot  ditch."  But,  like  the  longer  one,  is  directly 
across  the  natural  outlet  of  the  waters,  and  according  to  its 
length  is  chargeable  with  a  proportion  of  the  injury  to  the  lands 
of  tlie  complainant. 

The  evidence  leaves  it  in  uncertainty  whether  the  defendants 
have  changed  the  levee  or  embankment  called  the  "  N.  L.  Brooks 
eight-foot  ditch,"  to  an  extent  that  is  injurious  to  the  complain- 
ant. That  embankment  was  constructed  more  than  ten  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  By  analogy  to  the 
statute  limiting  actions  for  the  recovery  of  lands  to  ten  years, 
the  continuous  throwing  back  of  the  waters  by  this  embankment 
for  that  period  would  create  the  presumption  that  it  was  right- 
ful, barring  legal  and  equitable  remedies  to  redi-ess  the  injury 
resulting  from  it. —  Wrig/it  v.  Moore,  38  Ala.  593.  There  be- 
ing no  material  increase  of  the  elevation  of  the  embankment, 
no  change  of  it  disturbing  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  the 
present  suit,  so  far  as  that  embankment  is  matter  of  complaint, 
would  fall  within  the  bar  of  the  statute.  But,  independent  of 
that  consideration,  we  can  not  say  that  the  evidence  discloses 
clearly  that  the  embankment  is  of  injury  to  the  lands  of  the 
complainant. 

No  examination  of  the  evidence  is  necessary  to  ascertain 
whether  the  husband  of  the  complainant  consented  to,  or  ap- 
proved the  construction  of  these  embankments.  Such  consent 
or  apj)roval  would  not  legalize  their  construction  and  continu- 
ance, as  against' the  complainant,  working  continuous  injury  to 
her  lands. — Thomas  v.  James,  32  Ala.  723. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  decree ;  and  on  each  appeal,  a  judg- 
ment of  affirmance  must  l)e  entered. 
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Mobile    &  Montgomery  Rail^\  ay  Co. 
V,  T^ilkinson. 

Action  for  Breach  of  Special  Parol  Contract. 

1.  Parol  evidence  as  to  consideration  of  deed. — The  consideration  clause 
of  a  deed  is  always  open  to  unlimited  explanation,  except  for  two  pur- 
poses :  1st,  a  party  to  the  deed  is  not  permitted  to  prove  a  consideration 
different  from  that  expressed,  if  thereby  the  legal  effect  of  the  deed  is 
varied ;  2d,  when  payment  of  tlie  consideration  is  recited  in  the  deed, 
the  grantor  is  not  allowed,  by  disproving  that  recital,  to  establish  a  re- 
sulting trust  in  himself. 

2.  Same, — The  owner  of  land  having  conveyed  a  lot  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany, reciting  in  the  deed,  as  its  consideration,  "one  dollar"  in  hand 
paid,  "  and  the  benefits  which  will  arise  to  the  grantor  from  the  owner- 
ship by  the  grantee  of  the  property  hereby  conveyed,"  the  deed  does 
not  estop  him  from  showing,  as  an  additional  consideration,  that  the 
grantee  verbally  agreed  to  grade  part  of  an  adjacent  lot  belonging  to  the 
grantor,  and  to  remove  and  rebuild  that  portion  of  his  warehouse  which 
was  situated  on  the  lot  conveyed  by  the  deed,  and  maintaining  an  action 
at  law  for  the  breach  of  such  verbal  agreement. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Butler. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  James  E.  Cobb. 

BuELL  &  Lane,  for  appellant,  cited  Mead  v.  Steger,,  5  Porter, 
498;  Adams  v.  Thomas,  54  Ala.  175;  Paysant  v.  Ware  <& 
Barringer,  1  Ala.  160;  Beard  v.  White,  1  Ala.  436;  Hair 
V.  ZaBrouse,  10  Ala.  548;  Murphy  v.  Br.  Bank,  16  Ala.  90; 
Evans  V.  Bell,  20  Ala.  509 ;  Bryant  v.  Stephens,  58  Ala.  636 ; 
Couch  V.  Woodruf,  63  Ala.  466 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  285,  304. 

J.  Gamble,  and  J.  C.  Richardson,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  question  presented  is  one  of 
estoppel,  based  on  the  recital  of  a  particular  consideration  in  a 
deed.  In  August,  1880,  Wilkinson,  the  appellee,  and  his  wife, 
conveyed  to  the  appellant  railroad  company  a  certain  lot,  or 
parcel  of  land,  in  the  town  of  Greenville.  The  consideration 
of  the  deed  is  recited  to  have  been  the  sum  of  "one  dollar '^ 
paid  to  the  grantors,  and  "  the  benefits  which  will  arise  to  the 
grantors  from  the  ownership  by  the  grantee  of  the  property 
[therein]  conveyed." 

It  was  proposed  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  to  show  by 
parol  testimony  another  consideration  for  the  conveyance,  ad- 
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dltional  to  the  particular  one  recite<l  in  the  instrument  itself — 
viz.,  that  the  grantee,  the  Mobile  tfe  Montgomery  Railway  Com- 
pany, through  its  authorized  agent,  also  agreed,  in  consideration 
of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  to  grade  a  certain  portion  of  a 
vacant  lot  l>elonging  to  the  grantor,  adjacent  to  the  one  con- 
veyed, and  to  remove  and  rebuild  such  portion  of  plaintiff's 
warehouse  as  was  situated  on  the  lot  described  in  the  deed. 
This  alleged  oral  agreement  is  made  the  basis  of  the  present 
action,  and  damages  are  claimed  for  its  violation.  The  evi- 
dence of  this  additional  consideration  to  the  deed  was  admitted, 
against  the  objection  of  the  defendant ;  and  this  ruling  of  the 
court  is  assigned  for  error. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  was  very  clearlj'  ad- 
missible. It  was  not  obnoxious  to  the  rule,  that  contempora- 
neous parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  or  vary  the 
legal  effect  of  a  written  instrument.  The  purpose  is  not  to 
assail  the  legal  effect  of  the  deed,  which  can  be  done  only  by 
varying  the  title  conveyed,  or  character  of  estate  granted,  or 
qualifying  the  covenants  assumed  l)y  the  grantor. — McGehee 
V.  Jitimj),  37  Ala.  631.  The  effect  of  the  evidence  is  simply 
to  prove  a  consideration  not  mentioned  in  the  deed,  additional 
to  the  one  which  is  mentioned,  and  of  the  same  general  kind 
or  nature, — each  being  valuable.  The  suit  is  not  on  the  instru- 
ment, but  on  an  alleged  promise  averred  to  be  an  omitted  con- 
sideration for  the  execution  of  the  instrument,  being  merely 
incidental  and  collateral  to  it. — Davenport  v.  Mason^  15  Mass. 
85;  Swishe7'  v.  Swisher,  1  Wright,  755;  Thomas  v.  Barleer, 
37  Ala.  392. 

Although  the  authorities  are  greatly  in  conflict,  we  think  it 
may  nowoe  considered  as  the  better  doctrine,  that  the  consid- 
eratio7i  clause  of  a  deed  is  always  open  to  unlimited  e.rplana- 
tio?i,  ^^  except  for  two  2>urjx)ses:  first,  it  is  not  permissible  for 
a  party  to  the  deed  to  prove  a  different  consideration^  if  such 
change  vary  the  legal  effect  of  the  instrument;  and  second,  the 
grantor  in  a  deed,  who  acknowledges  the  recei})t  of  payment  of 
tlie  consideration,  will  not  be  allowed,  by  disproving  that  fact, 
to  establish  a  remdtinq  trust  in  himself.'' — Henry  v.  Jlutphy, 
54  Ala.  246;  McGehee  v.  Rump,  37  Ala.  »531 ;  WUkinson 
V.  Scott,  17  Mass.  249.  Mr.  Wharton  sjiys:  "Where  the  re- 
cital involves  a  contract,  it  estops ;  if  it  does  not  involve  a  con- 
tract, it  operates  only  as  a  unilateral  general  admission,  and  is 
open  to  explanation." — 2  Whart.  Ev.  8  1040.  It  is  said  by 
Mr.  Bishop,  that  "the  consideration,  which  is  not  the  promise 
of  the  parties  with  its  special  terms  and  limitations,  but  merely 
the  thing  of  value  whereby  they  were  moved  to  make  the 
promise,  ought  always  to  be  oj)en  to  incpiiry  by  oral  evidence. 
The  better  doctrine,  certainly  in  principle,  holds  it  to  be  so." 


288  SUPREME   COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Gatchett  v.  Warren  &  Burch.] 

Bish.  on  Contr.  §  65.  These  views  are  fully  supported  by  th© 
authorities,  including  the  adjudged  cases. — Cowan  v.  Cooper, 
41  Ala.  187;  Mason  v.  Buchanan,  62  Ala.  Ill;  Header 
V.  Hebns,  57  Ala.  440 ;  Henry  v.  Murphy,  54  Ala.  246 ;  Mc- 
Gehee  v.  Bump,  37  Ala.  651 ;  Thomas  v.  Barker,  37  Ala.  392 ; 
Eckles  V.  Carter,  26  Ala.  563 ;  1  Bish.  Contr.  §  65 ;  Bump  on 
Fraud.  Conv.  577,  579 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  281 ;  2  Whart.  Ev. 
§  1042,  note  7/  Goodspeed  v.  Fuller,  46  Me.  147;  Quinhy 
V.  StehUns,  55  N.  H.  422. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


Gachet  v.  ^Warren  «&  Burch, 

Action  hy  Purchaser  for  Breach  of  Warranty  on  Sale  of  Oats. 

1.  Warranty  on  sale  of  goods. — In  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  general 
rule  of  the  common  law  is,  that  the  buyer  of  goods  takes  them  at  his 
own  risk,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  warranty,  unless  a  warranty  is 
implied  from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  sale. 

2.  Same,  on  sale  of  goods  by  description. — When  goods  are  sold  by 
description,  and  the  buyer  has  not  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  them,  it 
is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract  that  the  goods  delivered  shall  answer  to 
the  description  ;  and  there  is,  also,  an  implied  warranty  that  the  article 
furnished  shall  be  merchantable. 

3.  Same,  on  sale  hy  manufacturer  or  dealer. — When  a  manufacturer  or 
dealer  contracts  to  supply  an  article  which  he  inakes,  or  in  wliich  he 
deals,  knowing  that  the  purchaser  wishes  to  apply  it  to  a  particular  jiur- 
pose,  and  necessarily  trusts  to  his  judgment  or  skill,  there  is  an  implied 
warranty  on  his  part  that  the  article  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  pur- 
pose to  which  it  is  to  be  applied ;  but,  if  he  contracts  to  sell  a  known 
and  described  article,  and  delivers  that  article,  though  he  may  know 
that  the  purchaser  intends  it  for  a  specific  purpose,  there  is  no  implied 
warranty  that  it  is  suitable  for  that  purpose. 

4.  Same,  on  sale  by  sample. — On  a  sale  of  goods  by  sample,  the  seller 
only  warrants  that  the  bulk  of  the  goods  delivered  shall  correspond  with 
the  sample. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Montgomery, 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Tiios.  M.  Arkington. 

Thi.<  action  was  brought  by  Nicholas  Gachet,  who  was  a 
planter  and  farmer  residing  in  Bullock  county,  against  the  ap- 
pellees as  late  partners,  a  mercantile  partnership  doing  business 
in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  to  recover  damages  for  the  breach 
of  an  alleged  w^arranty  on  the  sale  of  two  hundred  and  fifty 
bushels  of  "rust-proof  oats  "  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff, 
in  February,  1880;  and  was  commenced  on  the  7th  March, 
1881.     As  the  pleadings  are  set  out  in  the  record,  it  appeara 
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that  tlie  cause  was  tried  on  issue  joined  on  the  plea  of  tlie  statute 
of  limitations  of  one  year,  which  was  the  only  plea  filed  by 
the  defendant.  On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  states, 
the  j)laintiff  testified,  as  a  witness  for  himself,  that  he,  in  com- 
pany with  one  West,  went  to  the  defendants'  store  in  Mont- 
gomery, and  inquired  of  J.  R.  Warren,  one  of  the  defendants, 
"whether  he  had  rust-proof  oats;"  that  Warren  asked  how 
many  bushels  tiiey  wanted,  and,  being  told  that  they  wanted 
three  hundred  bushels,  "said  that  he  then  had  only  about  fifty 
bushels  of  rust-proof  oats,  but  had  a  car-load  in  transit  which 
would  arrive  in  a  day  or  two ;"  that  he  then  asked  said  Warren, 
"if  he  would  guarantee  the  oats  to  be  rust-proof  oats,"  and 
Warren  replied,  "  that  he  woul(>; "  that  he  then  agreed  to  take 
the  fifty  bushels  on  hand,  and  two  hundred  and  fifty  bushels  of 
the  oats  in  transit,  and  made  arrangements  for  the  deposit  of 
the  money  ($250)  with  a  friend  in  Montgomery,  and  took  a 
sample  of  the  oats  on  hand ;  that  he  did  not  recollect  that  he 
told  said  Warren,  at  the  time,  "that  he  wanted  the  oats  to 
plant,  but  he  supposed  Warren  knew  it,  as  he  told  him  that  it 
would  do  if  he  could  get  the  oats  in  five  days,  as  he  had  enough 
to  keep  his  plows  going  for  that  time ; "  that  Warren  "  gave 
him  a  small  (piantity  of  the  oats  on  hand,  not  exceeding  a  hand- 
ful, and  said  tiiat  the  oats  he  would  ship  would  be  like  the 
sample."  He  further  testified  to  the  subsequent  shipment  and 
receipt  of  the  oats,  and  produced  the  receipt  for  the  money 
p-Aid,  in  which  the  goods  were  described  as  "  250  bu.  R.  P. 
Oats ; "  that  he  let  AV  est  take  the  fifty  l)ushels  of  oats  on  hand, 
and  himself  planted  two  hundred  bushels  of  the  others  when 
received,  in  suitable  ground,  and  gathered  only  about  two  hun- 
dred bushels  from  the  crop,  instead  of  twenty-five  hundred 
bushels,  which  would  have  been  an  average  crop  if  the  oats 
had  not  rusted.  Said  West,  who  was  examined  as  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff,  testified  to  the  same  effect,  as  to  the  negotia- 
tions and  terms  of  the  contract  between  the  parties,  except  that 
"he    did    not    hear   defendant    guarantee    the    oats    sold    to 

f)laintilf ;"  and  he  further  testified,  that  the  fifty  bushels  which 
le  obtained  and  planted  "  produced  a  good  crop,  and  did  not 
rust."  Warren,  testifying  as  a  witness  for  the  defendants, 
stated  the  terms  of  the  negotiation  and  conversation  in  sub- 
stantially the  same  words,  but  denied  that  he  gave  any  warranty 
that  the  oats  to  be  delivered  should  be  "  rust-proof  oats,"  but 
only  promised  that  they  should  correspond  with  the  sample 
which  the  plaintiff  took  ;  and  that  the  oats  subsequently  deliv- 
ered did  correspond  with  those  from  which  the  sample  was 
taken,  ."and  was  known  and  called  'rust-proof  oats.'"  Other 
witnesses  introduced  by  the  defendants  testified,  that  "  rust- 
proof oats"  was  a  variety  well  known  to  commerce,  which  had 
19 
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been  sold  in  and  around  Montgomery  for  several  years,  and 
which  was  so  distinct  from  the  other  varieties  "  that  a  person 
of  ordinary  intelligence,  on  comparing  a  sample  with  any  other 
variety,  could  easily  tell  the  difference,  which  was  very 
marked." 

This  being  the  substance  of  the  evidence,  all  of  which  the 
bill  of  exceptions  purports  to  set  out,  the  court  thereupon 
charged  the  jury,  on  the  request  in  writing  of  the  defendant, 
as  follows : 

"  1.  If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that,  on  the  14th 
February,  1880,  the  plaintiff  and  West  went  into  the  de- 
fendant's store,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  any  rust-proof  oats; 
and  that  defendant  replied,  tli*at  he  did  not  have  the  amount 
they  wished,  but  wonld  have  a  car-load  in  a  few  days;  and  tliat 
defendant  then  agreed,  after  some  negotiations  between  the 
parties,  to  sell  and  deliver  said  oats  to  plaintiff ;  and  that  there 
is  a  kind  of  oats,  known  to  the  commercial  world  as  'rust-proof 
oats' ;  and  that  the  oats  delivered  by  defendant  to  plaintiff  was 
the  kind  of  oats  so  known  and  designated, — then  plaintiff'  is 
not  entitled  to  recover,  although  the  oats  may  have  rusted  ;  and 
before  they  can  find  for  the  plaintiff,  the  evidence  must  satisfy 
them  that  the  oats  delivered  to  him  by  Warren  was  not  the 
kind  of  oats  known  to  the  commercial  world  as  '  rust-proof 
oats.' 

"  2.  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  there  is  a 
variety  of  oats  known  and  designated  as  'rust-proof  oats'; 
and  that  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
was  for  the  purchase  of  '  rust-proof  oats ' ;  and  that  the  oats 
delivered  by  defendant  to  plaintiff  was  the  oats  so  known  and 
designated, — then  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  though 
the  oats  rusted,  and  the  plaintiff's  crop  failed. 

"  3.  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  there  is  a 
kind  of  oats  known  to  commerce  as  the  '  rust-proof  oats ' ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  inquired  for,  and  the  defendant  agreed  to  sell 
him  such  oats ;  and  that  the  oats  delivered  to  plaintiff  were  the 
oats  so  known  and  designated, — -then  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover,  even  if  the  jury  should  believe  that  the  oats  rusted, 
and  that  thereby  plaintiff's  crop  was  a  failure. 

"4.  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  there  is  a 
variety  of  oats  known  to  commerce  as  the  '  rust  proof  oats ' ; 
and  that  the  defendant  guaranteed  to  plaintiff  that  the  oats  he 
was  to  sell  and  deliver  to  him  should  be  the  '  rust-proof  oats ' ; 
and  that  the  oats  delivered  were  of  the  variety  known  and  de- 
signated as  '  rust-proof  oats,' — then  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  in  this  action. 

"  5.  If  the  jury  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  there  is  a 
variety  of  oats  known  and  designated  in  commerce  by  the 
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name  of  'rust-proof  oats';  and  that  the  defendant  ao:reed  and 
guaranteed  to  sell  and  deliver  to  plaintiff  the  'rust-proof  oats'; 
and  that  the  oats  which  he  did  deliver  was  the  oats  so  known 
and  designated, — then  there  was  no  breach  of  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover, even  tliough  the  jury  may  believe  that  the  oats  rusted. 

"  6.  The  ])urden  of  showing  that  the  oats  delivered  by  the 
defendant  was  not  the  kind  of  oats  which  he  contracted  to  de- 
liver, is  upon  the  plaintiff;  and  unless  he  has  satisfied  the  minds 
of  the  jury,  by  the  evidence  adduced,  that  the  oats  delivered 
was  not  the  kind  or.variet}' so  agreed  to  be  delivered,  then  they 
must  find  for  the  defendant. 

"  7.  If  the  jury  l)elieve,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defend- 
ant furnished  the  plaintiff  with  a  sample  of  the  oats  which  he 
was  to  deliver;  and  that  the  contract  between  them  was,  that 
the  oats  to  be  delivered  were  to  be  of  the  same  character  and 
quality  as  such  sample;  and  that  plaintiff  took  such  sample 
home  with  him,  and,  when  the  oats  were  delivered  to  him,  com- 
pared them  with  the  sample,  and  found  and  accepted  them  as 
the  same  character  and  (juality  of  oats, — then  the  plaintiff  can 
not  recover  in  this  action,  and  the  burden  of  showing  that  the 
oats  delivered  were  not  of  the  same  character  and  quality  is  on 
the  plaintiff." 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  each  of  these  charges,  and  he  now 
assigns  them  as  error. 

Akrix(;tox  ik  Graham,  and  E.  P.  Morrissett,  for  the  ap- 
pellant, cited  Get'st  v.  Jones,  32  Gratt.  518,  or  84  Amer.  Rep. 
773 ;  Jones  v.  Just,  3  Q.  B.  197 ;  Van  Wyck  v.  Al/en,  69  X.  \  . 
61,  or  24  Amer.  Rep.  136;  Brofjg  v.  MorriU,  24  Amer.  Rep. 
104,  and  note ;  5  Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses,  554. 

• 

Troy  &  Tompkins,  cmdra,  cited  Danforth  v.  Laney,  28  Ala. 
274;  Chanter  v.  Ihrpkins,  4  M.  &  W.  399;  Alien  v.  LaJce^ 
5  Exch.  779;  Wieler  v.  Schilizzi,  17  C.  B.  619;  Bounce  v. 
Dow.  64  N.  Y.  411;  Fraley  v.  Bispham,  10  Penn.  St.  320; 
Towell  V.  Gatewood,  3  Illinois,  22;  Mixer  v.  Cobum,  11  Mete. 
559 ;  Bollard,  v.  Potts,  6  Allen,  N.  B.  443 ;  Gossler  v.  Eagle 
Sugar  Refinery,  103  Mass.  331;  Swett  v.  Shnmway,  102  Mass. 
365;  Joiling  V.  Kingsford,  13  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  447;  ^Vinsor  v. 
Lombard,  IS  Pick.  57 ;  Prideaux  v.  Bunnell,  1  C.  B.  (N.  S.) 
613;  Port  Carbon  Iron  Co.  v.  Grmie,  68  Penn.  St.  149;  Whit- 
aJter  v.  Eastwick,  75  Penn.  St.  229 ;  9  B.  &  C.  259 ;  2  M.  & 
G.  279. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  assignments  of  error  present  no 
other  question,  than  the  correctness  of  the  instructions  given 
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the  jury  at  the  instance  of  the  defendants,  on  the  trial  in  the 
court  below.  Six  of  these  instructions  assert,  in  varying  lan- 
guage, and  by  reference  to  particular  facts  in  evidence,  that  if 
the  contract  between  the  parties  was  for  the  sale  and  delivery 
of  seed-oats,  of  the  species  known  in  the  market  as  "  rxist-proof 
oats^''  and  the  oats  delivered  were  of  that  species,  there  is  no 
liability  upon  the  sellers,  although  the  product  of  the  oats 
rusted,  and  they  knew  the  purchaser  wns  buying  for  the  pur- 
pose of  sowing  and  raising  a  crop.  One  or  more  of  the  instruc- 
tions, also,  affirm  that  the  burden  of  proof  rested  upon  the  pur- 
chaser, to  show  that  the  oats  delivered  wei'e  not  of  the  species 
known  as  '"'' rust-proof  oatsP 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  general  rule  of  the  common  law, 
as  applicable  to  sales,  so  far  as  quality  is  concerned,  is  embodied 
in  the  maxim.  Caveat  emptor.  The  buyer  takes  the  goods  at 
his  own  risk,  if  there  be  not  an  express  warranty  by  the  seller; 
or  unless,  from  the  nature  and  circumstances  of  the  sale,  a  war- 
ranty is  implied. — Ricks  v.  Dillahunty,  8  Port.  130;  Bamett 
V.  Stanton.,  2  Ala.  181.  When  goods  are  sold  by  description, 
and  the  buyer  has  not  the  opportunity  of  inspecting  them,  it 
is  a  part  of  the  contract — it  is  of  the  very  essence  of  the  un- 
dertaking— that  the  goods  delivered  shall  answer  to  the  descrip- 
tion ;  otherwise,  the  buyer  could  contract  for  one  thing,  and 
the  seller  deliv^er  another  and  diiferent  thing.  In  such  case, 
there  is  also  an  implied  warranty,  that  the  thing  delivered  shall 
not  only  answer  the  description,  but  that  as  such  thing  it  shall 
be  salable  or  merchantable. — Benjamin  on  Sales,  §  656.  The 
purchaser  can  not  insist  that  the  thing  shall  be  of  any  particular 
quality  or  fineness,  but  he  has  the  right  to  demand  tlmt  it  shall 
be  a  merchantable  article,  answering  to  the  description  of  the 
contract.  If  it  be  not,  though  it  may  bear  the  denomination, 
it  does  not  answer  to  the  description — it  is  not  in  fact  the  thing 
sold. 

"  Where  a  manufacturer,  or  a  dealer,  contracts  to  supply  an 
article  he  manufactures  or  produces,  or  in  which  he  deals,  to 
be  applied  to  a  particular  purpose,  so  that  the  buyer  necessarily 
trusts  to  the  judgment  or  skill  of  the  manufacturer  or  dealer, 
there  is,  in  that  case,  an  implied  term  of  warranty,  that  it  shall 
be  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied." 
Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Mullen.,  QQ  Ala.  582;  Benjamin  on  Sales, 
§  157.  But,  if  a  manufacturer,  or  dealer,  contracts  to  sell  a 
known  and  described  thing,  although  he  may  know  the  pur- 
chaser intends  it  for  a  specific  use,  if  he  delivers  the  thing  sold, 
there  is  no  implied  warranty,  that  it  will  answer,  or  is  suitable 
for  the  specific  use,  to  which  the  purchaser  intends  applying  it. 
Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  Mees.  &  Wels.  399;  Hoe  v.  Sanhone, 
21  N.  Y.  552;  Bartleit  v.  Iloppoch,  34  N.  Y.  118;  Bounce  v. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Dow^  64  N.  Y.  411 ;  Port  Carbon  Iron  Co.  v.  Grove.,  68  Penn. 
149;  Gossler  v.  Eagle  Siiyar  Reiinery^  103  Mass.  331 ;  1  Pars. 
Contr.  586. 

These  are  all  recognized  principles  of  the  law  of  sales,  and 
the  several  instructions  to  the  jury  we  are  considering,  in  effect, 
affirm  them.  Whether  the  sale  was  of  the  oats  known  in  the 
market  as  '''' rust-jyroqf  oats,^^  and  whether  the  oats  delivered 
corresponded  to  that  description,  were  facts  fairly  submitted 
for  the  determination  of  the  jurv.  If  these  facts  were  found 
affirmatively  by  the  jury,  though  the  sellers  were  dealers  in 
oats,  and  knew  the  purj)ose  to  which  the  buyer  intended  to  ap- 
ply them,  there  can  not  be  said  to  be  any  express  stipulation 
by  them,  that  the  oats  M-ere  suitable  for  that  particular  use; 
nor  any  iinf)lied  warranty,  that  for  it  they  were  reasonably  fit. 
The  kind  of  oats  suitable  for  his  use,  the  purchaser  selects — he 
does  not  rely  on  the  judgment  or  skill  of  the  seller  to  select 
for  him.  The  judgment  or  skill  of  the  seller  is  trusted  only  to 
providing  oats  of  a  designated  species.  When  oats  of  that  spe- 
cies were  furnished,  not  unsalable,  unmerchantable,  the  con- 
tract was  performed  by  the  sellers.  And  if  there  was  a  war- 
ranty, or  representation  by  them,  that  the  oats  were  of  that 
species,  the  warranty  or  representation  was  not  broken.  The 
oats  may  not  have  produced  as  the  buyer  expected  ;  his  expec- 
tations were  capable  of  disappointment,  though  the  sellers  kept 
the  contract,  made  no  false  representations,  and  no  warranty 
which  was  broken. 

The  affirmative  facts  essential  to  the  plaintiff's  recovery,  in 
the  aspect  of  the  case  presented  by  the  instructions,  were,  that 
the  defendants  had  delivered  oats  not  corresponding  to  the  oats 
sold ;  or  had  made  a  warranty  or  representation  of  the  quality 
of  the  oats,  which  was  broken,  or  untrue.  The  burden  of  prov- 
ing these  facts  necessarih'  rested  upon  him,  and  could  not  be 
discharged,  unless  of  the  truth  of  the  facts  the  jury  were  sat- 
isfied. This  is  the  substance  of  the  instructions,  and  there  is 
no  reason  for  doubling  their  correctness. — Harris  v.  Bell, 
27  Ala.  520 ;  Jarrell  v.  LUlie,  40  Ala.  271.  In  all  actions  upon 
warranties,  it  is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  clearly  and 
positively  the  breach  thereof. — Chitty  on  Contracts.  402  a. 

The  seventh  instruction  affirms  no  more  than  that,  if  the  sale 
was  by  sample,  and  the  oats  delivered  corresponded  to  the  sam- 
ple, there  was  no  right  of  recovery  in  the  plaintiff.  Upon  a 
sale  by  sample,  all  that  the  vendor  warrants  is,  that  the  bulk  of 
the  goods  delivered  shall  correspond,  or  be  equal  to  the  sample. 
Benjamin  on  Sales,  §  64S.  The  burden  of  proving  that  they 
do  not,  must  rest  upon  the  buyer,  who  accepts  and  uses  the 
goods  as  equal  to  the  sample. 

Affirmed. 
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Butts  V.  Broughton. 

JSill  in  Equity  for  Redemption  under  Mortgage. 

1.  Revision  of  chancellor's  decision  on  facts. — This  court  will  not  dis- 
turb the  chancellor's  decision  on  a  disputed  question  of  fact,  when  the 
record  does  not  clearly  show  that  he  erred. 

2.  Usury  in  mortgage  debt;  who  may  plead. — It  may  be  seriously  ques- 
tioned, under  the  decisions  of  this  court,  whether  a  mortgage  can  be  im- 
peached on  the  ground  of  usury  in  the  secured  debt,  by  any  other  person 
than  the  mortgagor  himself,  or  his  personal  representative;  though  the 
current  of  modern  authority  supports  the  contrary  view. 

3.  Bill  to  redeem;  loho  may  file. — A  bill  to  redeem  under  a  mortgage 
may  be  filed  by  any  one  who  owns  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption, 
or  any  subsisting  interest  therein,  by  privity  of  title  with  him,  whether 
by  purchase,  inheritance,  or  otherwise;  and  under  this  principle,  the 
widow  of  the  mortgagor,  who  joined  with  her  husband  in  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage,  and  who  claims  a  liomestead  in  the  premises,  may  be 
joined  with  the  heirs  in  a  bill  to  redeem. 

4.  Alienation  of  homestead;  signature  and  acknowledgment  by  wife. 
Under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  1868,  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  act  approved  April  23,  1873,  a  mortgage,  or  other  alienation  of  the 
homestead,  acknowledged  bj'  husband  and  wife,  and  certified  in  the 
form  prescribed  by  the  statute  for  ordinary  conveyances,  was  sufficient 
to  convey  the  homestead. 

o.  Same;  equitable  mortgage  created  by  recital  in  note. — A  declaration 
and  recital  in  a  promissory  note,  executed  by  a  mortgagor  to  the  mort- 
gagee, that  it  "  shall  be  covered  by  the  mortgage,"  or  "  shall  be  subject 
to  the  mortgage,"  shows  an  intention  to  make  the  mortgage  a  valid  se- 
curity for  the  debt,  and  creates  an  equitable  lien  or  moi-tgag^  on  the 
premises  for  its  payment ;  but,  if  the  note  is  signed  by  the  husband  only, 
the  equitable  lien  of  the  note  does  not  attach  to  the  homestead  included 
in  the  lands  conveyed. 

6.  Mortgagee's  liability  for  rents. — When  the  mortgagee  takes  pos- 
session of  the  premises  after  the  law-day  of  the  mortgage,  he  is  liable  as 
a  trustee  for  the  rents  and  profits,  including  not  only  the  rents  which  he 
collects,  but  also  such  as  he  has  failed  to  collect  through  gross  negligence, 
willful  default,  or  fraud. 

7.  Same. — Under  this  principle,  as  applied  in  this  case,  the  mortgagee 
having  taken  possession,  and  then  rented  the  premises  t  >  the  widow  and 
adult  heirs  of  the  deceased  mortgagor;  on  the  statement  of  the  account 
against  him,  under  a  bill  to  redeem  filed  by  the  widow  and  all  the  heirs, 
he  was  held  liable  for  the  rents  as  if  he  had  collected  them. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancerj  Court  of  Butler. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  ease  was  filed  on  the  5th  of  March,  1880,  by 

the  widow  and  children  of  Benjamin  Butts,  deceased,  against 

John  T.  Broughton,  as  the  administrator  of  his  deceased  wife, 

Mrs.  Sarah  C.  Broughton,  and  their  several  children  as  heirs  at 
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law ;  and  sought  a  redemption  of  certain  lands,  which  had  been 
mortgaged  by  said  Benjamin  Butts  in  his  life-time  to  Mrs. 
Brougliton,  an  account  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  general  relief. 
Benjamin  Butts  died  in  October,  1873,  being  in  possession  of 
the  mortgaged  lands  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  Mrs.  t>arah 
C.  Broughton,  the  intestate  and  ancestor  of  the  defendants, 
died,  intestate,  in  January,  1879.  The  mortgage  to  Mrs. 
Broughton  w^as  dated  the  13th  March,  1871 ;  was  signed  by  said 
Benjamin  Butts  and  his  wife,  acknowledged  by  tliem,  on  the 
day  of  its  date,  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  by  him  duly 
certified  as  an  ordinary  conveyance ;  and  ])urported  to  be  given 
to  secure  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for  >n724.50,  signed 
by  said  Benjamin  Butts,  of  even  date  with  the  mortgage,  and 
payable  on  the  12th  December,  1871.  The  mortgage  described 
the  lands  conveyed  by  it,  as  containing  508.50  acres;  but,  in  the 
former  conveyances  referred  to,  they  are  described  as  contain- 
ing 580.50  acres.  These  lands  were  conveyed  by  Moses  Pierce, 
by  mortgage  dated  the  4th  Xoveuiber,  1867,  to  said  John  T. 
Broughton,  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for 
$837,  with  interest ;  and  this  note  and  mortgage  having  been 
transferred  by  said  Broughton  to  Mrs.  L,  Culbereon,  the  mort- 
gage was  foreclosed  by  her,  by  sale  under  a  power  therein  con- 
tained, on  the  20th  March,  1869.  Benjamin  Butts  became  the 
purchaser  at  that  sale,  and  received  a  conveyance  from  Mrs. 
Culberson;  and  on  tiie  same  day  he  executed  to  her  a  mortgage 
on  the  lands,  in  which  his  wife  joined,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  his  promissory  note  for  $951,  given  for  the  purchase-money. 
This  note  and  mortgage  were  afterwards  transferred  by  Mrs. 
Culberson  to  Mrs.  Sarah  C.  Broughton.  The  note  not  being 
paid  at  maturity,  a  new  note  was  executed  by  said  Butts  to 
Mrs.  Broughton,  on  a  settlement  had  between  them  in  De- 
cember, 1869.  This  note  was  dated  the  11th  December, 
1869,  payable  on  the  1st  December,  1870,  and  was  for  $1,200; 
and  a  mortgage  on  the  lands,  dated  December  18th,  1869,  was 
executed  by  said  Butts  and  his  wife  to  secure  its  payment.  This 
note  not  being  paid  in  full  at  maturity,  a  new  note  and  mort- 
gage were  given  on  the  13tii  March,  1871,  for  the  balance  then 
ascertained  to  be  due, — this  ktter  being  the  mortgage  under 
which  the  complainants  now  seek  a  redemption  and  account, 
alleging  usury  in  the  renewed  notes,  and  payment  of  the  entire 
debt. 

The  administrator  of  Mrs.  Broughton  denied  the  charge  of 
usury,  and  claimed  an  indebtedness  against  said  Benjamin  Butts, 
not  only  on  account  of  the  note  secured  by  the  mortgage,  but 
also  for  otljicr  debts  evidenced  by  the  notes  of  said  B.  Butts, 
which  were  produced.  One  of  these  notes  was  for  $417,80; 
was  dated,  as  copied  in  the  record,  the  20th  March,  1870,  and 
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payable  on  the  12th  December,  1873,  to  Mrs.  S.  C.  Bronghton 
or  bearer;  and  contained  a  recital,  or  declaration,  in  these  words: 
"  This  note  shall  be  covered  by  a  mortgage  made  by  myself  and 
wife,  Marcli  13th,  1871,  ana  payable  on  12th  December,  1871, 
to  Mrs.  Sarah  C.  Broughton,  said  mortgage  being  unsettled, 
and  recorded  in  book  T.,"  &c.  The  other  note  was  for  $320, 
and  was  dated  the  10th  August,  1871  ;  purported  to  be  given 
"  for  money  borrow^ed  for  use  of  farm  ; "  was  payable  to  Mrs. 
S.  C.  Broughton,  and  recited  on  its  face  that  "this  note  shall 
be  subject  to  a  mortgage  held  by  her  for  purchase-money  of 
my  land,  made  March  loth,  1871,  and  due  December  12th, 
1871."  It  further  appeared  that,  after  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Broughton,  and  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  on  her 
estate,  Butts  made  various  payments  on  the  debts  secured  by 
the  mortgage ;  and  that  after  his  death,  on  an  accounting  be- 
tween his  widow  and  adult  heirs,  as  parties  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  personal  representative  of  Mrs.  Broughton  on  the  other, 
it  being  admitted  that  the  mortgage  debts  could  not  be  paid, 
the  possession  of  the  lands  was  surrendered  to  said  administra- 
tor, and  the  widow  and  adult  heirs  agreed  to  hold  as  his  tenants. 
This  arrangement  was  made  in  the  fall  of  the  year  1874,  and 
continued,  or  was  renewed  from  year  to  year,  until  a  short  time 
before  the  filing  of  the  bill. 

The  chancellor  ordered  a  statement  of  the  accounts  by  the 
register,  and  reserved  all  other  questions  until  the  coming  in 
of  the  master's  report.  On  the  coming  in  of  the  report,  to 
which  numerous  exceptions  were  reserved  by  the  complainants, 
he  held  that  "  the  allegations  and  proof  are  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  charge  of  usury  in  the  transactions  between  the  par- 
ties, and  that  the  calculations  should  begin  with  the  mortgage 
last  given,  the  amount  of  the  debt  therein  stated  being  the  sum 
due  at  that  time;"  also,  that  the  notes  for  $320  and  $417.80, 
respectively,  should  be  included  in  the  account  as  a  part  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  and  that  "it  would  be  inequitable  to  charge  the 
defendants  with  the  rents  for  the  year  1875,  while  the  complain- 
ants were  in  possession  and  paid  no  rents."  On  the  account  as 
finally  stated  by  the  register,  and  confirmed,  the  balance  due  on 
the  mortgage  debt,  including  the  two  notes  above  described,  was 
ascertained  to  be  $1,412.77;  and  the  chancellor  rendered  a  de- 
cree in  favor  of  the  complainants,  that  they  should  be  allowed 
to  redeem  on  payment  of  that  sum  to  the  register  within  sixty 
days,  and  ordering  a  sale  of  the  lands  in  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  on  default  of  payment  by  them. 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  the  complainants,  and  they  here 
make  sixteen  assignments  of  error,  all  founded  on  the  chancel- 
lor's instructions  to  the  register,  or  his  rulings  on  exceptions  to 
the  register's  report. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Watts  &  Sons,  and  Posey  &  Stali.ixos,  for  the  appellants. 
(1.)  A  simple  arithmetical  calculation  shows  that  usury  was 
reserved  in  the  several  settlements  which  resulted  in  the  note 
and  morto:age  under  which  the  right  to  a  redemption  and  ac- 
count is  claimed.  (2.)  The  widow  and  the  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased mortgagor  might  join  in  a  bill  to  redeem,  and  might  set 
up  the  defense  of  usury. — 7  Wait's  Actions  &  Defenses,  624-5 ; 
Tyler  on  Usury,  §§  403-08  ;  Jones  on  Mortgages,  vol.  1,  p.  644 ; 
2  lb.  §§  1062-67 ;  Grai/  v.  Brown,  22  Ala.  262 ;  Hunt  v.  Acre, 
28  Ala.  580 ;  Stephens  v.  Muir,  8  Indiana,  352 ;  Safford  v.  Vail, 
22  Illinois,  327;  McAluter  v.  Jennan,  32  Miss.  142;  Mc- 
Gnire  V.  Van  Pelt,  55  Ala.  344;  Wilson  v.  Knight,  o^  XVa. 
172;  Rogers  v.  Torhut,  58  Ala.  527.  (3.)  The  severals  re- 
newals of  the  note  did  not  purge  it  of  the  usury. — Pearson  v. 
Bailey,  23  Ala.  537;  Eslava  v.  Cramptan,  61  Ala.  507.  (4.) 
Whatever  eifect  might  be  given  to  the  two  small  notes,  as 
against  Benjamin  Butts,  who  alone  signed  them,  they  are  not 
bf»ding  on  the  widow,  who  has  a  right  of  dower  and  homestead. 

Gamble  &  Paixjett,  contra. — (1.)  The  widow  and  adult 
heirs,  who  participated  in  the  settlement  with  Broughton,  when 
they  gave  up  the  land,  and  agreed  to  hold  as  tenants,  are  estop- 
ped from  maintaining  this  bill;  and  the  other  complainants  can 
nave  no  relief  on  account  of  the  misjoinder.  (2.)  If  entitled 
to  redeem,  they  will  be  recpiired  to  pay  all  of  the  del)ts  due 
from  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee. — 5  Wait's  Actions  and 
Defenses,  433;  Fonb.  Eq.  537;  Grigg  v.  Banks,  59  Ala.  311. 
(3.)  On  the  disputed  question  of  usury,  the  record  does  not 
show  enough  to  put  the  chancellor  in  error. — Rather  v.  Youngs 
56  Ala.  94. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — We  can  not  clearly  see  that  the  chan- 
cellor erred  in  holding  the  transactions  between  the  decedent, 
Benjamin  Butts,  and  the  appellee,  Broughton,  to  he  free  from 
the  taint  of  usury.  His  ruling  on  this  point  must,  therefore, 
be  permitted  to  stand  in  the  present  state  of  the  evidence. 
De/'rick  V.  Bi^own,  66  Ala.  162;  Donegan  v.  Paris,  lb.  362; 
Rather  v.  Young,  56  Ala.  94. 

It  may  be  seriously  questioned,  moreover,  whether  a  mort- 
gage del)t  can  be  impeached  for  usury  by  any  other  person 
than  the  mortgagor,  or  his  personal  representative.  It  has 
generally  been  held  in  this  State  to  be  a  defense  purely  per- 
sonal, and  capable  of  being  waived  by  the  debtor,  or  his  per- 
sonal representative,  who,  it  has  some  times  been  said,  alone 
have  the  right  to  plead  it. — Cain  v.  Gimon,  36  Ala.  168;  Sat/re  v. 
Fenno,  3  Ala.  458;  Cork  v.  Pf/er,  3  Ala.  643;  Baskins  v.  Cal- 
houn, 45  Ala.  582  ;  McGuire  v.  Va/n  Pelt,  55  Ala.  344 ;  Gray 
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V.  Brown,  22  Ala.  262.  It  may  be  conceded,  however,  that 
the  current  of  modern  authority  supports  the  contrary  view. 

1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §  644.  And  in  Himt  v.  Acre,  28  Ala. 
580,  it  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  right  to  set  up  the 
defense  of  usury  could  be  claimed  by  the  heirs  of  the  mortgagor 
on  coming  into  equity  to  redeem  the  mortgaged  premises.  But 
this  point  we  do  not  decide, 

A  bill  to  redeem  a  mortgage  may  be  tiled  by  any  one  who 
owns  the  mortgagor's  equity  of  redemption,  or  any  subsisting 
interest  in  it,  by  privity  of  title  with  him,Avhether  by  purchase, 
inheritance,  or  otherwise.  This  principle  would  embrace  not 
only  heirs  of  the  mortgagor,  but  also  his  widow  who  had  joined 
with  him  in  the  mortgage,   so  as  to  have  released  her  dower. 

2  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §§  1055,  1067  ;  JEaton  v.  Simonds, 
14  Pick.  (Mass.)  98  ;  Lamh  v.  Montague,  112  Mass,  352.  So, 
an  estate  of  homestead  in  the  mortgaged  premises  entitles  the 
holder  of  it  to  redeem. ^^2  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §  1069, 

Mrs.  Lucinda  Butts  was,  in  view  of  these  principles,  a  projjer 
party  complainant  to  the  present  bill. 

The  mortgage  debt  of  March  13,  1871,  for  seven  hundred 
and  twenty-four  50-100  dollars,  and  accrued  interest,  was  prop- 
erly decreed  to  be  a  valid  lien  on  the  mortgaged  premises.  The 
mortgage  was  executed  prior  to  the  statute  of  April  23,  1873, 
and  the  acknowledgment  of  its  execution  by  the  mortgagor  and 
his  wife,  certified  in  the  form  prescribed  by  statute  for  ordinary 
conveyances,  satisfied  the  requirements  of  the  constitution  of 
1868,  then  of  force,  as  to  the  wife's  voluntary  signature  and  as- 
sent to  the  alienation  of  the  homestead. — Lyons  v.  Conner,  57 
Ala.  181;  Const,  1868,  Art.  xiv,  §§  2  and  3.  This  debt  is 
shown  by  the  evidence,  however,  to  have  been  satisfied  by  the 
rents  of  the  mortgaged  property  collected  by  the  appellee, 
Broughton. 

So,  the  other  two  notes  executed  by  the  decedent,  Ben- 
jamin Butts,  —  the  one  for  four  hundred  and  seventeen 
50-100  dollars,  dated  March  20th,  1870;  and  the  other  for 
three  hundred  and  twenty  dollars,  dated  August  10th,  1S71, — 
clearly  constituted  an  equitable  lien  upon  all  of  the  lands  in- 
cluded in  the  first  mortgage,  excepting  such  portion  of  it  as 
may  have  been  lawfully  exempted  as  a  homestead,  under  the 
laws  then  of  force  governing  the  subject  of  homestead  exemp- 
tions. The  express  declaration  is  made  in  them,  that  they  shall 
be  "covered  by,"  or  "subject  to"  the  prior  mortgage ;  and  this 
sufficiently  evinced  the  intention  of  the  maker  to  create  an 
equitable  lien,  or  mortgage,  on  the  premises  in  question.  In 
such  cases,  the  form  or  language  of  the  instrument  is  not  ma- 
terial, except  as  an  index  of  the  intention  of  the  parties.  If  it 
was  intended  as  a  security  for  a  valid  debt,  and  this  is  deduci- 
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ble  from  the  iugtrunient  itself,  it  must  he  construed  to  be  an 
equitable  mortgage.  —  1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  ^^  166,167; 
Newlin  V.  McAfee^  64  Ala.  357 ;  Dcmald  v.  IJewitt.  33  Ala.  534. 

But  it  is  an  important  fact,  overlooked  hv  the  chancellor  in 
his  decree,  that  theee  notes  were  signed  by  the  husband  alone  ; 
and  although  they  may  be  declared  to  be  an  equital)le  lien  on 
the  lands  in  controversy  in  excess  of  the  homestead,  as  to  the 
latter  they  can  have  no  legal  operation.  As  mortgages,  they 
must  be  held  void  so  far  as  concerns  the  homestead,  because 
they  were  executed  without  the  voluntary  signature  and  assent 
of  the  wife. — Garner  v.  Bond,  61  Ala.  84;  McGuire  v.  Van 
Pelt,  55  Ala.  344:  Thompson  on  Homestead,  §^  474,477.  We 
are  not  to  be  understood  as  deciding  that  the  voluntary  signa- 
ture and  assent  of  the  wife  to  a  mere  equitable  mortgage  would 
come  within  the  influence  of  the  provision  in  the  conskitution, 
authorizing  a  *'  mortgage  or  other  alienation  of  the  homestead." 
See  Jenkins  v.  Harrison,  G(S  Ala.  345. 

We  think  the  chancellor  erred,  in  not  confining  the  lien  of 
the  al)Ove-described  notes  to  the  excess  of  the  lands  over  and 
above  the  homestead  estate,  as  allowed  by  the  constitution  of 
1868.— Const.  1868,  Art.  xiv,  §§  2  and  3;  Gamer  v.  Bond, 
61  Ala.  84,  supra. 

It  was  also  error,  not  to  charge  the  mortgagee  with  reasona- 
ble rents  for  the  year  1875.  The  rule  is,  that  the  mortgagee  is 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  after  the  law-day  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  after  his  entry  on  the  mortgaged  premises  he  is  con- 
sidered a  trustee  in  respect  to  his  liabilit>-  for  them. — 1  Jones 
on  Mortgages,  §  712.     lie  is  not  only  liable  for  such  rents  and 

f)rotits  as  he  may  collect  from  others,  but  also  for  such  as  he 
las  failed  to  collect  through  gross  negligence,  willful  default,  or 
fraud. —  Dozier  v.  Mitchell,  65  Ala.  511  ;  Barron  v.  PaulUng, 
38  Ala.  292 ;  3  Lead.  Cases  Eq.  (Hare  tfe  Wall),  891-892. 
The  mortgagee  was  in  possession  of  tlie  premises  in  the  year 
1875,  having  entered  under  the  mortgage,  and,  through  her 
agent  and  husband,  the  ap])ellee,  had  undertaken  to  rent  them 
to  the  widow  and  some  of  the  adult  heirs.  She  thus  possessed 
a  claim  against  the  lessees  for  such  rent,  and  was  justly  charge- 
able with  it  in  the  account  taken  by  the  register,  wljich  is  shown 
to  have  been  about  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars.  The 
fact  that  the  lessees  permitted  some  of  the  other  complainants, 
ex  gratia,  to  remain  on  the  premises  during  this  time,  does  not 
affect  the  (juestion  of  the  mortgagee's  liability. 

For  the  above  errors,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded. 


300  SUPREME   COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Stoudenmire  v.  DeBardelaben.] 


Stoudenmire  v,  DeBardelaben, 

jBill  in  Equity  to  open  and  re-state  Final  Settlement  of  Oua/r- 
dian's  Accounts. 

1.  Equitable  relief  against  probate  decree. — When  a  party  invokes  the 
statutorj'  jurisdiction  of  the  Chancery  Court,  for  the  correction  of  errors 
of  law  or  fact  in  a  settlement  had  in  the  Probate  Court  (Code,  H  3837-39), 
he  must  affirmatively  show  that  he  was  free  from  fault  or  neglect ;  and 
he  can  not  have  relief  against  the  settlement,  on  account  of  matters  which 
were  cognizable  in  the  Probate  Court,  on  a  mere  general  averment  of 
ignorance,  or  an  averment  of  ignorance  coupled  with  an  adnjission  of 
knowledge  of  facts  sufficient  to  put  him  on  inquiry. 

2.  Dismissal  of  bill  on  demurrer,  in  vacation. — When  a  bill  is  dismissed 
on  demurrer,  in  vacation,  the  complainant  should  be  allowed  an  oppor- 
tunity to  amend  it ;  and  the  failure  to  allow  him  such  opportunity  will 
work  a  reversal  of  the  decree  on  error. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Autauga. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  2d  June,  1882,  by  Jef- 
ferson D.  Stoudenmire,  against  his  late  guardian,  Warren  L. 
DeBardelaben ;  and  sought  to  open  a  final  settlement  of  the 
guardian's  accounts,  which  had  been  made  in  the  Probate  Court 
of  said  county,  on  the  9th  May,  1881,  and  to  have  the  accounts 
re-stated  and  settled.  The  complainant's  estate  consisted  prin- 
cipally of  a  plantation  in  said  county,  which  he  inherited  from 
his  father,  and  which  contained  abont  seven  hundred  acres, 
the  greater  portion  being  open  and  tillable  land.  Letters  of 
guardianship. were  granted  to  said  DeBardelaben,  jointly  with 
the  complainant's  mother,  whom  he  had  married,  in  December, 
1871.  The  complainant  attained  his  majority  on  the  9th  April, 
1882,  but  his  disabilities  on  account  of  infancy  were  removed 
by  a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court,  rendered  in  May,  1879, 
prior  to  the  settlement.  The  allegations  of  the  bill,  on  which 
the  prayer  for  relief  was  founded,  were  in  these  words : 

"  Complainant  avers  that  said  DeBardelaben,  on  qualifying 
as  guardian  as  aforesaid,  took  possession  of  complainant's  said 
plantation,  used  and  occupied  it,  farmed  on  it,  and  rented  it 
out  for  his  own  account,  up  to  the  date  of  said  final  settlement ; 
that  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  place,  including 
the  rents  of  such  parts  thereof  as  were  rented  out  by  said  De- 
Bardelaben, was  and  is  worth  the  sum  of  $700,  or  other  large 
sum  of  money,  ^^er  annum,  but  said  DeBardelaben  has  only  ac- 
counted, in  his  said  guardian's  accounts,  for  about  the  sum  of 
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$105  per  annum  as  the  rent  of  tlie  same.  The  said  DeBarde- 
labeii  pretends  that  he,  as  guardian,  rented  said  place  to  him- 
self individually,  and  that  the  rents  reported  by  him  were  the 
highest  and  best  rents  that  could  be  obtained  ;  but  complainant 
avers  that  said  guardian  had  no  right  to  rent  said  lands  to  him- 
self, and  that  the  said  rentings  are  voidable  at  his  election ;  and 
he  here  now  elects  to  avoid  them.  Complainant  avers,  also, 
that  said  rentings  were  not  honajide^  in  this:  that  said  guar- 
dian, in  offering  said  lands  for  rent,  required,  as  a  condition  of 
the  lease,  that  tlie  renter  should  make  improvements  of  an  ex- 
pensive kind ;  which  condition  deterred  other  persons  from 
bidding,  and  enabled  the  said  guardian  to  get  the  said  lands  at 
the  said  nominal  sum  of  al)out  $105  ;  and  that  said  offerings  of 
said  place  were  so  made  with  the  purpose  aforesaid  of  obtaining 
said  lands  at  a  nominal  rent;  and  that  the  improvements  stipu- 
lated to  be  erected  by  other  persons,  should  they  l)ecome  rent- 
ers, were  not  erected  by  the  said  guardian  when  he  became  the 
renter.  Complainant  further  avers,  that  said  DeBardelaben, 
while  acting  as  guardian  as  aforesaid,  committed  waste  upon 
complainant's  said  place,  in  this:  that  he  tore  down  and  re- 
moved therefrom,  to  his  own  land,  a  valuable  gin-house,  of  the 
value  of  ( to-wit)  $500 ;  and  that  he  has  omitted,  in  his  accounts 
as  guardian,  to  charge  himself  .with  the  said  sum  of  s500,  or 
with  any  other  sum,  as  the  value  of  the  house  so  removed. 
Complainant  avers  that  the  matters  and  things  in  this  paragraph 
[alleged]  were  unknown  to  him  at  the  time  of  said  final  settle- 
ment; and  that  mistakes  and  errors,  to  his  prejudice,  have  oc- 
curred in  the  settlement  of  said  guardian's  accounts,  without 
any  fault  or  neglect  on  his  part ;  and  that  said  errors  consist  in 
the  fact,  that  said  guardian  did  not  charge  himself,  as  he  should 
have  done,  with  the  value- of  the  said  gin-house,  and  that  he 
charged  himself  with  only  the  nominal  sum  for  which  he  rented 
said  place  to  himself  individually;  whereas  complainant  should 
have  the  election  to  charge  him  with  the  value  of  the  use  and 
occupation  of  said  place  annually,  which  he  avers  was  more  than 
five  times  greater  than  the  rents  with  wi;ich  said  guardian 
charged  himself." 

The  chancellor  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  dis- 
missed it  on  motion  for  want  of  e<|uity ;  and  his  decree,  which 
was  rendered  at  chambers,  in  vacation,  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

GuNTER  tfc  Blakey,  for  the  appellant. — (1.)  The  allegations 
of  the  bill  show  a  clear  case  for  equitable  relief  against  the  set- 
tlement.— Mock  V.  Steele^  34  Ala.  200;  Beaumont  v.  BouUhee^ 
5  Vesey,  492;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  §  114.  (2.)  The  decree 
must  be  reversed,  because  no  opportunity  to  amend  was  given 
to  the  complainant. — LitiLe  v.  Snedecor,  52  Ala,  167. 


302  SUPREME   COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Stoudenmire  v.  DeBardelaben.J 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — 1.  We  eonenr  in  the  opinion  of  the 
chancellor,  that  the  bill  does  not  disclose  a  case  in  which  a  court 
of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  open  a  settlement  of  a  guardian's 
accounts  had  in  the  Court  of  Probate.  The  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred on  the  court  by  the  statute,  to  intervene  for  the  correc- 
tion of  errors  of  law  or  fact  in  such  settlements  (Code  of  1876, 
§§  3837-39),  can  not  be  invoked  by  any  other  party  than  one 
who  is  free  from  fault  or  neglect.  The  errors  complained  of 
must  not  have  supervened  in  consequence  of  any  want  of  rea- 
sonable diligence  in  the  party  complaining. —  Otis  v.  Dargan, 
53  Ala.  178;  Waring  v.  Lewis^  lb.  615;  Bosivellv.  Toivnsend, 
57  Ala.  308 ;  Bovxlen  v.  Perdue,  59  Ala.  409.  The  matters 
complained  of  in  the  original  bill,  were  all  cognizable  by  the 
Court  of  Probate,  on  the  final  settlement  of  the  guardianship 
in  that  court,  and  are  necessarily  involved  in  the  decree  then 
pronounced.  The  only  excuse  now  averred  for  not  presenting 
them  to  the  court  for  consideration,  and  obtaining  the  relief 
now  sought,  is  the  averment  of  the  ignorance  of  the  complain- 
ant,— an  ignorance  superinduced,  not  by  any  positive  misrepre- 
sentation of  the  guardian,  but  by  his  failure  to  charge  himself 
as  he  ought  to  have  done  in  his  accounts  rendered  on  the  set- 
tlement. It  is  not  by  a  mere  general  averment  of  ignorance, 
nor  by  an  averment  of  ignoj'ance  though  the  party  had  knowl- 
edge of  facts  that  ought  to  have  put  him  on  inquiry,  that  the 
imputation  of  negligence  can  be  repelled. — Martinv.  Br.  Bank 
Decatur.,  31  Ala.  Ill ;  James  v.  James,  55  Ala.  525.  The  com- 
plainant knew  the  sums  w^ith  which  the  guardian  charged  him- 
self for  rents.  If  these  were,  as  is  now  averred,  so  dispropor- 
tionate to  the  real  value  of  the  rents,  he  was  at  once  put  on 
inquiry  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  guardian  in  renting  the  lands; 
and  inquiry  would  doubtless  have  led  him  to  knowledge  of  all 
the  facts  upon  which  he  now  bases  a  claim  for  relief.  The 
judgments  or  decrees  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  are 
of  too  much  value,  to  be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of  a  party 
who  has  not  been  diligent  in  the  assertion  of  the  rights  he  may 
have  involved  in  them. 

2.  But,  in  rendering  in  vacation  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill, 
not  affording  the  complainant  the  opportunity  of  amendment, 
the  chancellor  erred,  and  the  error  compels  a  reversal  of  the 
decree. — Kingsbury  v.  Milner,  69  Ala.  502. 

Rev^ersed  and  remanded. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  303 

[Junkins  v.  Lovelace.] 


Juiikiiis  i\  Lovelace. 

£ill  in  Equity  foi'  Specific  Performance  of  Contract  /  aho^ 
far  Redemption  and  Account  under  Mortgages. 

1.  Multifariousness;  election. — A  bill  which  seeks  a  redemption  and 
account  under  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  complainant's  deceased 
brother  to  the  defendants,  the  complainant  claiming  as  a  junior  mort- 
gagee ;  and  also  a  redemption  ami  account  under  a  mortgage  on  another 
tract  of  land,  executed  by  the  complainant  himself  to  the  defendants, 
and  the  specific  execution  of  an  agreement  V)y  which,  as  alleged,  the  de- 
fendants redeemed  the  latter  tract  of  land  from  a  purchaser  at  execution 
sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant,  and  were  to  allow  him  to  redeem 
from  them  on  repayment  of  the  amount  advanced,  with  interest,  and  the 
balance  due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  is  nudtifarious ;  but,  a  demurrer  being 
sustained  to  the  bill  on  that  ground,  the  court  "  approves  the  practice  of 
putting  the  complainant  to  his  election." 

2.  Foreclosure  of  morlgiKje  ;  title  of  purchaser  at  register's  sah. — The 
title  of  the  mortgagor  or  his  heirs  is  not  divested  by  a  sale  and  convey- 
ance by  the  register,  purporting  to  have  been  made  under  a  decree  in  a 
foreclosure  suit,  unless  he  or  they  were  made  defendants  to  the  bill,  and 
a  decree  of  sale  was  rendered  while  they  were  liefore  the  court ;  and  the 
purchaser  at  the  register's  sale,  to  make  out  his  title  as  against  the  mort- 
gagor or  his  heirs,  must  show  these  facts. 

3.  Competency  of  vartij  to  testify  as  to  transactions  with  deceased  person. 
Under  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  can  not  testify  as  to 
any  transactions  between  himself  and  the  deceased  mortgagor. 

4.  Sale  of  mortgaged  lands  xinder  execution. — When  mortgaged  lands 
are  sold  under  execution  against  the  mortgagor  (Code,  §  3209),  the  pur- 
chaser acquires  the  entire  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  except  his  statutory 
right  of  redemption;  and  if  this  right  is  not  exercised  within  the  two 
years  allowed  by  law,  and  the  mortgagee  then  obtains  a  convevance 
from  the  purchaser,  the  entire  title,  legal  and  equitable,  is  united  and 
vested  in  him. 

5.  Agreement  by  mortgagee  to  redeem  from  purchaser,  for  mortgagor. 
An  agreement  or  promise  by  the  mortgagee  to  redeem  the  lands  from  a 
purchaser  at  execution  sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor,  and  to 
allow  him  to  redeem  on  repayment  of  the  amount  advanced,  with  in- 
terest, and  the  balance  due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  is  within  the  statute 
of  frauds  (Code,  ^  2121),  and  can  not  be  enforced  unless  a  compliance 
with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  is  shown ;  and  the  re-payment  of  the 
money  does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  unless  possession  was 
also  taken  and  held  under  the  contract. 

6.  Correspondence  of  pleadings  and  evidence. — Evidence  alone,  without 
corresponding  allegations  in  the  bill,  does  not  entitle  the  complainant  to 
any  relief. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Perry. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 
The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed,  at  what  time  the  record  does 
not  show,  by  George  Junkins,  against  Jesse  B.  find  Charles  AV. 
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Lovelace,  as  partners  doing  business  under  the  firin  name  of 
J.  B.  &  C.  W.  Lovelace,  who  were  the  successors  in  business  of 
Crenshaw,  Lovelace  &  Co, ;  and  sought,  1st,  a  redemption  and 
account  under  a  mortgage  executed  to  said  partnership  by  the 
complainant's  deceased  brother,  James  Junkins,  on  a  tract  of 
land  which  he  had  also  mortgaged  to  the  complainant,  who 
claimed  the  right  to  redeem  as  a  junior  mortgagee ;  2d,  a  re- 
demption and  account  under  a  mortgage  on  another  tract  of 
land,  which  the  complainant  himself  had  executed  to  said  part- 
nership; and,  3d,  the  specific  execution  of  a  parol  contract, 
under  and  pursuant  to  which,  as  alleged,  the  defendants  redeemed 
the  latter  tract  of  land  from  James  E.  Webb  and  Henry  Beck 
(who  had  become  the  purchasers  at  sheriff's  sale  under  execution 
against  the  complainant),  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant, 
agreeing  to  hold  tlie  land  for  him,  and  to  allow  him  to  redeem 
on  the  re-payment  of  tlie  amount  so  advanced  by  them,  with 
interest,  in  addition  to  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  debt. 

The  mortgage  given  to  the  defendants  by  James  Junkins 
was  dated  January  9th,  1874;  recited  an  indebtedness  of 
$537.22,  balance  due  for  advances  made  to  him  by  the  mort- 
gagees during  the  year  1873,  and  the  further  sum  of  $350,  ad- 
vances made  and  to  be  made  during  the  year  1874;  and  con- 
veyed a  tract  of  land  containing  about  one  hundred  and  eighty 
acres,  with  mules,  crops,  &c.  The  complainant's  mortgage  on 
this  tract  of  land  was  executed  several  years  before,  but  he  had 
waived  his  right  of  priority  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  by 
writing  under  seal,  in  order  to  enable  his  brother,  the  mort- 
gagor, to  obtain  from  the  defendants  the  supplies  and  advances 
for  which  their  mortgage  was  given ;  and  he  claimed  the  right 
to  redeem  as  a  junior  mortgagee.  He  also  claimed  to  have 
purchased  the  interest  of  said  James  Junkins  in  said  tract  of 
land,  at  a  sale  made  by  the  register  in  chancery  of  Greene 
county  ;  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as  to  this  sale  being  in  these 
words :  "  To  satisfy  said  indebtedness  of  said  James  Junkins 
to  your  orator,  and  under  said  mortgage  made  by  him  to  your 
orator,  and  in  virtue  of  a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  of 
Greene  county,  the  said  land  was  sold,  and  your  orator  became 
the  purchaser  of  said  land,  mules  and  horses;  and  by  a  decree 
of  said  Chancery  Court,  made  on  the  27th  day  of  November, 
1874,  the  register  of  said  court  was  ordered  to  make  a  deed  of 
conveyance  to  your  orator,  conveying  to  him  the  title  to  said 
land ;  and  on  the  22d  day  of  January,  1880,  in  pursuance  of 
said  decree,  said  register  made  to  your  orator  a  deed,  w^Iiich 
was  duly  recorded,"  tfec.  The  deed  was  produced,  and  was  in- 
cluded in  the  register's  note  of  the  complainant's  evidence,  its 
date  and  recitals  corresponding  with  the  above  allegations ;  but 
the  record  and  proceedings  in  the  chancery  cause,  referred  to 
Vol.  liXxii. 
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in  the  deed,  were  not  proved.  James  Junkins  died  in  May,  or 
June,  1874;  and  the  bill  alleged  that  the  defendants  took  pos- 
session, under  the  mortgage,  of  the  land  and  i)ersonal  property, 
sold  the  crops,  Sec. ;  and  the  complainant  claimed  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sales,  with  the  rents  of  the  lands  which  they  iiad 
received,  and  with  which  they  were  chargeable,  as  to  which  he 
asked  a  discovery  and  account,  had  more  than  satisfied  the 
amount  due  on  their  mortgage  debt. 

The  mortgage  given  by  the  complainant  to  said  defendants 
was  dated  January  12th,  1874;  recited  an  indebtedness  for  ad- 
vances made  during  the  year  1873,  and  to  be  made  during  the 
year  1874,  aggregating  si, 606;  and  conveyed  a  tract  of  land 
containing  about  two  hundred  acres,  with  mules  and  horses,  and 
the  crops  to  be  grown.  The  debt  not  being  paid  by  the  crops 
raised,  there  was  an  extension  of  credit  for  another  year,  and 
additional  advances  made,  for  which  a  new  mortgage  on  the 
crops  and  personal  property  was  taken  ;  and  tliere  were  subse- 
quent transactions  and  accountings  between  the  parties.  In 
March,  1875,  two  judgments  were  recovered  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Perry  county  against  the  complainant,  one  in  favor 
of  James  E.  Webb,  and  tne  other  in  favor  of  Henry  Beck ; 
and  executions  issued  on  these  judgments  having  been  levied 
on  the  lands  conveyed  by  the  mortgage  to  the  defendants,  the 
lands  were  sold  under  these  levies  on  the  7th  day  of  February, 
1876,  Webb  and  Beck  becoming  the  purchasers,  at  the  price  of 
S575,  and  receiving  a  conveyance  from  the  sheriff.  In  March, 
1876,  Webb  and  fieck  filed  a  bill  in  said  Chancery  Court  of 
Perry,  against  George  Junkins  and  the  Lovelace  J >rothers; 
asking  to  be  let  in  to  redeem  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  to  have 
an  account  stated  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  transactions  be- 
tween the  defendants ;  charging  usury,  and  claiming  the  rents 
which  accrued  after  their  purchase.  The  case  was  brought  to 
this  court  on  appeal,  and  may  be  found  reported  in  62  Ala. 
271-84. 

In  January,  1870,  after  the  determination  of  that  cause,  and 
after  the  expiration  of  more  than  two  years  from  the  date  of 
their  jmrchase  at  sheriff's  sale.  Webb  and  Beck  sold  and  con- 
veyed their  interest  in  the  lands,  by  quit-claim  deed,  to  the 
Lovelaces,  on  the  recited  consideration  of  $925  in  hand  paid. 
In  reference  to  this  sale  and  conveyance,  the  bill  contained  this 
allegation:  "Some  tiine  during  the  year  1879,  the  said  J.  B. 
and  C.  W.  Lovelace,  at  the  request  of  your  orator,  and  for  and 
on  his  behalf,  redeemed  said  land  from  said  Webb  and  Beck, 
under  an  agreement  with  your  orator  that  he  should  have  the 
said  land  on  the  payment  by  him  of  the  amount  of  his  indebt- 
edness to  them,  and  the  reasonable  and  proper  amount  paid  by 
them  for  said  redemption."  The  bill  further  alleged  that, 
20 
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under  this  agreement,  the  complainant  liad  delivered  cotton  to 
the  defendants  to  be  applied  on  his  indebtedness,  and  had  made 
payments,  which,  with  the  rents  properly  chargeable  against 
the  defendants,  was  more  tlian  sufficient  to  pay  his  entire  in- 
debtedness to  them,  w^ith  the  amount  paid  by  them  to  Webb 
and  Beck ;  and  he  asked  that  an  account  might  be  stated  as  to 
all  these  matters,  offering  to  pay  any  balance  that  might  be 
found  against  him,  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  required 
to  re-convey  the  lands  to  him,  free  and  discharged  from  the 
incumbrance  of  the  mortgage.  The  defendants,  in  their 
answer,  denied  that  they  had  redeemed  tlie  land  from  Webb 
and  Beck  under  the  agreement  alleged  in  the  bill,  or  under  any 
other  agreement  made  with  the  complainant;  and  asserted  that 
they  bought  the  land  for  their  own  benefit,  without  consultation 
with  the  complainant,  and  without  his  consent  or  knowledge. 
There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  bill  for  multifariousness,  angl  a 
motion  to  dismiss  for  w^ant  of  equity,  neither  of  w'hich  was 
acted  on  by  the  chancellor,  who  dismissed  the  bill,  on  final 
hearing  on  pleadings  and  proof,  because  the  complainant  had 
failed  to  make  out  a  case  entitling  him  to  relief.  The  com- 
plainant appeals,  and  assigns  the  chancellor's  decree  as  error. 

W.  B.  MoDAw^ELL,  for  appellant.^ — (1.)  The  complainant  was 
entitled  to  relief  as  to  the  James  Junkins  land,  although  his 
mortgage  may  not  have  been  properly  foreclosed.  If  the  proof 
fails  to  establish  his  purchase  at  the  foreclosure  sale,  he  is  still 
entitled  to  redeem  as  a  junior  mortgagee. — Dovyns  v.  HopMns, 
65  Ala.  308.  (2.)  In  equity,  until  a  mortgage  is  foreclosed,  it 
is  regarded*  as  a  mere  security  for  a  debt.  Hence,  in  this  case, 
as  to  the  lands  mortgaged  by  the  complainant  himself,  the 
Lovelaces  are  trustees  of  the  rents  and  profits,  and  are  bound 
to  apply  them  to  the  discharge  of  tlie  mortgage  debt,  and  of 
the  amount  advanced  to  Webb  and  Beck. — Toomer  v.  Ran- 
dolph, 60  Ala.  356;  Davis  v.  Zassiter,  20  Ala.  561.  (3.)  Be- 
ing trustees,  they  were  incapable  of  purchasing  and  holding  any 
interest  as  against  complainant. — Griggv.  Banl's,  59  Ala.  315; 
Toomer  v.  Randolph,  60  Ala.  360 ;  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §  1877 ; 
2  Perry  on  Trusts,  ^  602 ;  2  Spence's  Eq.  Jur.  299-302,  657, 
943  ;  VtUa  v.  Rodriguez,  12  Wallace,  339.  (4.)  The  purchaser 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  buys  only  the  excess  or  value  above 
the  mortgage ;  and  if  the  mortgagor  pays  off  the  secured  debt, 
equity  will  compel  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  to  him  for 
his  reimbursement. — Annin  v.  Tice,  2  Johns.  Ch.  125;  Van- 
derkamj)  V.  Shelton,  11  Paige,  28;  Lovelace  v.  Wehb,  62  Ala. 
271.  (5.)  A  court  of  equity  will  not  allow  the  mortgagee  to 
obtain  the  equity  of  redemption  for  less  than  its  value. —  Good- 
man V.  Pledgei',  14  Ala.  118.     (6.)  The  purchase  of  the  equity 
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of  redemption  by  the  mortgagee  does  not  extinsniish  the  right 
to  redeem. — C'ul/um  v.  Emanuel^  1  Ala.  23 ;  Villa  v.  Rofln- 
guez,  12  Wall.  330;  Slee  v.  Manhattan,  1  Paige,  4S.  (7.)  The 
purchase  by  the  defendants  from  Webb  and  Beck  only  removed 
the  incumbrance  on  the  land,  and  gave  them  the  right  to  de- 
mand compensation  for  the  money  thus-  expended. — Grujg  r. 
Banl'8,  50  Ala.  311. 

Wm.  M.  Bk<k>ks,  «?o/>^7'rt. — (1.)  The  bill  was  multifarioup.  If 
the  alleged  contract  to  redeem  from  Webb  and  Beck,  and  to 
hold  the  land  for  the  benefit  of  the  complainant  until  he  repaid 
the  money  so  advanced,  in  addition  to  the  amount  due  on  his 
mortgage  debt,  so  complicated  the  accounts  that  a  bill  to  en- 
force that  agreement  authorized  and  required  a  redemption  and 
account  of  his  mortgage,  no  connection  whatever  existed  be- 
tween those  matters  and  the  James  Junkins  mortgage,  nor  is 
any  reason  shown  for  uniting  them.  (2.)  As  to  the  James  Jun- 
kins land,  the  complainant  shows  no  right  to  any  relief.  The 
evidence  adduced  by  him  as  to  his  mortgage  and  indebtedness 
from  James  Junkins,  if  it  docs  not  raise  the  presumption  that 
the  debt  was  settled  and  discharged  during  the  life  of  James, 
falls  far  short  of  the  measure  of  proof  required  in  a  suit  for 
foreclosure;  and  the  pretense  of  a  purchase  under  a  decree  of 
foreclosure,  supported  only  by  a  deed  from  the  register,  with- 
out any  proof  of  a  decree  of  sale  rendered  on  regular  proceed- 
ings in  a  foreclosure  suit,  utterly  fails  on  the  evidence. — 16 
Wendell,  5fi3;  12  Wendell,  74;  "2  Johns.  280;  7  Johns.  535; 
12  Johns.  213;  1  Cowen,  622;  5  S.  cS:  R.  332;  S  Moore,  46; 
Story's  Eq.  PI.  §  354;  0  Ala.  335;  15  Ala.  242;  3  Stew.  54; 
6<^  Ala.  500.  (3.J.  The  alleged  agreement  as  to  the  purchase 
from  Webb  and  Beck  for  the  complainant's  benefit,  is  explicitly 
denied  in  the  answers,  and  there  is  no  evidence  in  proof  of  it. 
If  the  agreement  had  been  fully  proved  as  alleged,  it  would 
not  have  entitled  the  complainant  to  any  relief,  being  void  un- 
der the  statute  of  frauds,  and  without  any  legal  consideration. 
Code,  ^§  2121,  2100;  4  Porter,  297;  8  Ala.  048;  1  Johns.  Ch. 
281 ;  Patt<yn  v.  Beecher,  62  Ala.  579. 

STOXE,  J. — This  bill  is  filed  in  rather  a  mixed  aspect,  par- 
taking somewhat  of  the  nature  of  a  bill  for  specific  perform- 
ance, and  somewhat  of  the  nature  of  a  bill  to  redeem.  It  seeks 
relief  as  to  two  distinct  subjects-matter,  between  which  it  shows 
no  connection  whatever.  As  to  one  of  the  subjects,  the  two 
Lovelaces  are  the  only  necessary  defendants.  As  to  the  other, 
in  the  present  state  of  the  proof,  if  not  of  the  pleadings,  the 
heirs  and  devisees  of  James  Junkins  were  necessary  parties. 
The  demurrer  for  multifariousness  should  have  been  sustained. 
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Story's  Eq.  PL  §  271;  1  Brick.  Dig.  719-20,  §§  1158,  1170. 
But,  if  the  demurrer  for  this  ground  had  been  sustained  in  the 
court  below,  we  approve  the  practice  of  putting  the  complain- 
ant to  his  election. — Mari'iott  v.  Givens^  8  Ala.  694 ;  Code  of 
1876,  ^  8790. 

One  phase  of  the  relief  prayed  relates  to  the  land  mortgaged 
by  James  Junkins  to  the  appellees,  Lovelaces.  James  Junkins 
had  made  a  prior  mortgage  of  the  same  land  to  George  Jun- 
kins, but  the  latter  had  given  his  written  consent  that  the  Love- 
lace mortgage  should  have  a  prior  lien  over  his.  It  is  claimed 
that  some  six  hundred  dollars,  besides  interest,  still  remains  due 
on  the  mortgage  to  George  Junkins,  and  that  the  Lovelaces, 
from  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  which 
they  have  had  since  1874,  have  been  fully  paid  all  that  was  due 
them,  as  secured  by  the  mortgage  of  James  Junkins.  As  part 
and  parcel  of  the  right  to  redeem  this  land,  it  is  averred  that, 
under  a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  of  Greene  county,  title 
of  the  James  Junkins  land  had  been  made  by  the  register  to 
George  Junkins ;  thus  vesting  in  George  all  the  rights  of  James 
Junkins,  subject  to  the  mortgage  claim  of  the  Lovelaces. 

To  authorize  the  register  to  sell  and  convey  the  lands  of 
James  Junkins,  there  must  have  been  a  regular  foreclosure  suit 
by  George  Junkins,  making  James  Junkins  a  party  defendant, 
if  in  life ;  and  making  his  heirs  defendants,  if  after  his  death ; 
and  there  must  have  been  a  decree  of  sale,  when  there  were 
proper  parties  before  the  court.  Less  than  this  could  not  devest 
the  title  of  James  Junkins,  or  his  heirs,  as  the  case  may  be; 
and,  consequently,  could  not  clothe  George  Junkins  with  the 
title  of  James.  The  averments  of  the  bill  do  not  sufficiently 
set  forth  these  proceedings ;  and  the  proof  is,  if  any  difference, 
more  faulty  than  the  averments.  This  feature  of  the  case, 
then,  must  be  disposed  of,  as  if  no  attempt  had  been  averred 
or  shown,  having  for  its  object  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage 
to  George  Junkins.  It  results  that,  in  the  most  favorable 
light  to  George  in  which  we  can  view  this  question,  he 
comes  simply  as  a  mortgagee,  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  of 
James  Junkins,  and  to  redeem  from  the  Lovelaces.  Thus 
viewed,  the  bill  is  fatally  defective,  in  that  it  does  not  make 
the  representative  and  heirs  or  devisees  of  James  parties  de- 
fendant; and  if  they  were  made  parties,  there  would  then  be 
an  entire  absence  of  legal  proof  that  there  is  any  thing  due  on 
the  mortgage.  George  Junkins,  the  only  witness  whose  testi- 
mony tends  to  prove  such  indebtedness,  would  be  rendered  in- 
competent to  testify  to  any  transaction  with  James,  his  deceased 
brother;  and  the  testimony  of  Beck  tends  to  show  nothing  was 
due  on  the  two  notes  described  in  the  mortgage,  unless  a  third 
note,  possibly  given  in  settlement,  should  be  produced,  or  oth- 
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crwise  proven.  The  testimony  of  Beck  opens  tlie  door  for  such 
testimony.  The  appelhint  is  entitled  to  no  relief  on  this  phase 
of  the  b'ill. 

The  other  i)hase  of  this  suit  grows  out  of  mortgages  made 
by  (xeorge  Junkins  to  the  Lovelaces,  conveying  anotlier  tract 
of  land,  known  as  the  George  Junkins  tract,  to  secure  the  pa}'- 
ment  of  George  Junkins's  debt.  Wiien  the  mortgage  was  njade, 
in  the  early  part  of  1874,  the  debt  secured  by  it  was  a  balance 
for  previous  advances  of  81,400,  and  it  also  secured  advances 
to  be  made  that  year.  Li  January,  1870,  the  balance  due  for 
previous  advances  was  §l,l<>8,  and  a  mortgage  was  made  to  se- 
cure advances  to  be  made  that  year.  In  1875,  Webb  and  Beck 
severally  recovered  judgments  against  George  Junkins,  the  two 
amounting  to  some  §50(>.  Under  executions  issued  on  these 
judgments,  the  said  mortgaged  lands  of  George  Junkins  were 
sold  by  the  sheriff  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1876,  and  Webb 
and  Beck  l)ecame  the  purchasei's  of  the  equity  of  redemption, 
for  about  the  amount  of  their  judgments.  When  this  purchase 
was  made,  and  the  sheriff  c(»nveyed  to  Webb  and  Beck,  Junkins 
ceased  to  have  any  interest  in  the  lands,  and  ceased  to  have  any 
right  in  relation  thereto,  except  the  mere  statutory  right  to  re- 
deem witliin  two  years,  from  the  execution  purchasers.  If  he 
had  exercised  this  statutory  right,  and  had  redeemed  from  Webb 
and  Beck,  he  would  then  have  been  restored  to  his  former  own- 
ership of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  the  relation  of  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  between  him  and  the  Lovelaces  would- 
have  been  re-established.  He  failed  to  redeem,  and  lience  lost 
the  title  to  his  lands.  In  1S79,  tlie  Lovelaces,  for  a  valuable 
consideration  paid,  received  from  Webb  and  Beck  a  conveyance 
of  all  the  interest  they  had  in  the  said  George  Junkins  tract  of 
land,  and  thus  united  in  themselves  the  mortgage  interest  and 
the  equity  of  redemption,  being,  at  law,  a  complete  title. — Br. 
Bank  V.  'Hunt,  8  Ala.  876  :  Lovelace  v.  Wehh,  62  Ala.  271. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill,  on  which  a  recovery  of  the  George 
Junkins  land  is  sought,  are,  that  the  Lovelaces  redeemed  the 
land  from  Webb  and  Beck,  for  the  said  George  Junkins,  and 
were  to  hold  them  for  him,  and  convey  to  him.  when  he  paid 
up  the  redemption  money,  and  the  balance  of  the  mortgage 
debt.  The  bill  then  avers  that  these  sun)s  have  been  paid  to 
the  Lovelaces,  and  offers  to  pay  any  balance,  if  not  paid  in  full. 
The  answers  deny  that  the  lands  were  redeemed  from  Junkins, 
and  deny  the  making  of  any  contract  or  agreement,  by  which 
they  obtained  the  title  from  Webb  and  Beck  for  the  benefit  of 
Junkins,  and  deny  that  they  agreed  to  convey  to  Junkins  when 
he  paid  the  purchase-money  and  the  balance  of  the  mortgage 
indebtedness.  All  the  testimony  offered  in  support  of  the  al- 
leged agreement  to  redeem,  and  to  reconvey  to  Junkins  when 
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he  paid  up,  is  the  deposition  of  Junkins  himself.  If  such 
agreement  was  made,  it  was  oral,  and  tlie  l)ill  contains  no  aver- 
ments to  take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  It  is  neither 
averred  nor  proved  that  Junkins,  after  the  sheriff's  sale,  or  af- 
ter the  alleged  redemption,  had  possession  of  the  lands.  Hence, 
if  he  made  payments,  there  is  not  enough  to  show  the  case  wa& 
taken  out  of  the  statute  offrauds. — Code  of  1876,  §  2121,  sub. 
h\  Patton  V.  Beecher,  62  Ala.  579.  There  are  some  implica- 
tions from  the  testimony,  that  he  did  have  a  possession  or  con- 
trol of  the  land,  or  a  part  of  it,  but  that  it  was  as  tenant  under 
the  receiver.  There  are  no  averments,  however,  to  give  this 
any  force. 

A  complete  answer  to  any  claim  of  relief,  based  on  the  al- 
leged agreement  to  redem,  is  that  the  proof  does  not  sustain  it. 
We  lind,  as  fact,  that  this  averment  is  not  proved  ;  and  hence 
there  is  a  failure  to  establish  even  an  oral  agreement  by  the 
Lovelaces  to  redeem  the  land  from  Webb  and  Beck,  and  hold 
it  to  be  redeemed  by  Junkins.  It  is  thus  shown  that,  under 
the  averments  of  this  bill,  the  complainant  is  entitled  to  no  re- 
lief as  to  the  lands  formerly  owned  by  him.  If  there  is  any 
proof,  tending  to  show  a  right  to  relief  on  any  other  ground,  it 
is  variant  from  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  it  must  be  denied 
on  that  ground.— 1  Brick.  Dig.  743,  §§  153S--9.  We  have  not 
scrutinized  the  accounts  narrowly,  and  can  not  safely  say  there 
is  or  is  not  such  proof. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant,  that  after  the  sale  by  the 
sheriff  of  the  equity  of  redemption  to  Webb  and  Beck,  Jun- 
kins, the  mortgagor,  made  payments  on  the  mortgage  debt,  thus, 
reducing  the  incumbrance  created  thereby ;  and  inasmuch  as 
such  payments  do  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  pui-chaser  of 
the  equity  of  redemption,  and  could  not  have  relieved  Webb 
and  Beck  from  any  part  of  the  mortgage  incumbrance  which 
rested  on  the  land  when  they  purchased,  the  Lovelaces,  by  their 
purchase,  acquired  no  greater  rights  than  Webb  and  Beck  had 
owned,  and  passed  under  the  same  liabilities  which  had.  rested 
on  their  vendors.  On  this  principle  it  is  urged,  that  Junkins^ 
to  the  extent  he  has  so  reduced  the  mortgage  incumbrance, 
should  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagees.— 7^/ce  v, 
Anntji^  2  Johns.  Ch.  128.  There  are  no  averments  in  the  bill 
wdiicli  raise  this  question,  and  no  relief  can  be  gi-anted,  even  if 
it  be  shown  in  the  testimony.  As  we  have  said,  we  have  not 
scrutinized  the  accounts  in  reference  to  it;  but  we  will  so  far 
modify  the  decree  as  to  make  it  a  dismissal  without  prejudice. 

Thus  amended,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  311 

[Jones  V.  Drewry.] 


Jones  V*  DreAvry. 

J?///  in  Etpiity  by  Foreign  Creditors^  against  Devisees  and 
Resident  Executor  of  Deceased  Debtor. 

1.  Statute  of  non-claim;  foreign  debts. — The  statute  of  non-claim  en- 
acted in  1815,  whicli  continued  in  force  until  the  adoption  of  the  C<xle  of 
1852,  expressly  excepted  from  its  operation  "  debts  contracted  out  of  this 
State  "  (Clay's  Digest,  195,  §  17) ;  but  this  exception  beingentirely  omit- 
ted from  the  present  statute  (Code,  ^§  2597-8),  the  courts  have  no  jKtwer 
to  incorporate  it. 

2.  AdiiiinlKtration  of  asitetn  of  deceased  debtor;  governed  by  nbat  law. 
As  against  creditors,  seeking  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  their  craims  out  of 
the  as.sets  of  their  deceased  debtor,  the  administration  of  the  assets  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  personal  representative  acts, 
and  where  he  was  appointed,  without  regard  to  the  domicile  of  the 
creditor,  or  of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

3.  Conclnsiveness  of  judgment  or  decree. — A  judgment  and  decree  ren- 
dered in  an  administration  suit  in  Virginia,  where  the  decea.sed  debtor 
died,  however  conclusive  against  the  widow,  heirs  and  devisees,  who 
Avere  parties  to  the  suit,  as.  to  the  validity  and  justness  of  the  claims  of 
creditors  which  were  presented  an<l  allowed,  can  not  prevent  the  oj)era- 
tion  of  the  Alabama  statute  of  non-claim,  when  pieatled  by  them  an<l  the 
per.sonai  representative  appointed  here,  in  barot  a  suit  here  instituted  to 
enforce  satisfaction  of  the  claims  out  of  lands  in  Alabama. 

Ai'i'KAL  from  the  Chaticery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

TTeard  before  the  Hon.  H.  Aistill. 

The  bill  iy  this  case  was  filed  on  14th  May,  1878,  by  James 
Drewry  and  others,  citizens  of  Virginia,  "  in  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  creditors  of  James  W.  Cook,  deceased,  who 
are  entitled  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  property  of  said  de- 
ceased, sought  by  this  bill  to  be  subjected  to  sale,  and  who  may 
come  in  under  the  order  or  decree  of  the  court  on  such  terms 
as  may  be  prescribed  as  equitable;"  against  the  widow  and 
children  of  said  decedent,  as  his  heirs  at  law  and  devisees  un- 
der his  will,  and  against  Samuel  0.  Jones  as  executor,  acting 
under  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary  issued  to  him  by  the 
Probate  Court  of  Lowndes  county,  Alabama ;  and  sought  to 
enforce  satisfaction  of  the  debts  due  to  the  complainants  re- 
spectively, from  the  said  decedent,  out  of  certain  lands  situated 
in  Montgomery  and  Lowndes  counties,  Alabama,  which  be- 
longed to  the  decedent  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  defendants  claiming  un«ler  his 
will.  James  W.  Cook,  the  decejvsed  debtor,  was  a  resident  and 
citizen  of  Virginia  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  he  there  died 
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during  the  year  1864,  possessed  of  a  large  estate  in  Vir- 
ginia, and  of  two  large  plantations  in  Alabama,  situated  in  the 
counties  of  Lowndes  and  Montgomery,  with  slaves  and  other 
personal  property.  Ilis  last  will  and  testament,  duly  exe- 
cuted according  to  the  laws  of  Virginia  and  Alabama,  was 
duly  proved  and  admitted  to  probate  in  each  of  these  States. 
By  the  terms  of  the  will,  three  persons  w^ere  nominated  as  exe- 
cutors in  Virginia,  of  whom  one  only,  N.  P.  Young,  qualified  ; 
and  two  other  persons  were  nominated  as  executors  in  Ala- 
bama, both  of  whom  duly  qualified,  and  acted  togetlier  for  a 
short  time,  until  one  of  them  (Thomas  E.  Bi'anscombe)  resigned, 
and  made  a  final  settlement  of  his  accounts,  leaving  Samuel  G. 
Jones  as  the  sole  acting  executor  in  Alabama.  The  will  directed 
that  the  plantations  in  each  State  should  be  kept  up  and  man- 
aged bj'  the  executors  there  appointed ;  that  the  executors  in 
Alabama  should  make  annual  returns  to  the  executors  in  Vir- 
ginia, of  the  profits  accruing  from  the  plantations  in  Alabama ; 
and  that  all  the  executors,  acting  jointly,  should  allot  and  set 
apart  to  each  child,  on  attaining  majority,  a  proportionate  share 
of  the  lands  and  other  property. 

The  bill  contained  the  following  allegations :  "  The  said  J. 
W.  Cook,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  owed  a  large  number  of 
debts  in  Virginia,  which  are  still  unpaid,  and  amongst  others 
was  largely  indebted  to  each  of  your  oi'ators,  whose  several 
debts  are  still  unpaid.  In  the  year  1860,  the  said  executor  who 
qualified  in  Virginia,  finding  that  he  was  unable  to  execute  the 
will,  filed  his  original  bill  in  equity  in  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Greeneville  county,  Virginia,  for  the  construction  of  said  will, 
and  the  administration  of  said  estate,  against  the  widow,  devi- 
sees and  heirs  at  law  of  said  Cook ;  and  also  against  certain 
creditors  of  said  Cook,  who  had  liens  upon  a  portion  of  the 
assets  of  said  estate  ;  and  thereupon  said  court,  sitting  in  equity, 
took  upon  itself  the  administration  and  settlement  of  said 
estate,  and,  in  the  exercise  of  its  jurisdiction,  audited,  allowed, 
and  adjudged  many  debts  to  be  due  and  payable  out  of  the 
real  and  personal  property  of  said  estate, — which  judgments 
are  unreversed,  and  of  full  force  and  effect;  and  a  list  of  said 
debts  so  audited  and  allowed,  including  those  due  to  your  ora- 
tors, showing  the  interest  and  payments  thereon  up  to  1st  Jan- 
uary, 187-1,  is  hereto  attached  as  a  part  hereof,  marked  Exhihit 
B.  Upon  all  of  said  debts  there  is  a  large  balance  still  due 
and  unpaid,  and  the  property  of  said  estate  in  the  State  of  Vir- 
ginia is  insufficient  to  pay  the  said  debts  there  so  audited  and 
allowed  ;  and  said  estate  is  insolvent,  and  unable  to  pay  the 
debts  against  the  same.  In  said  cause  in  said  Circuit  Court  in 
Virginia,  the  several  adult  defendants  were  either  personally 
served  with  process  giving  notice  of  said  cause,  or  appeared  in 
Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.J  OF  ALABAMA.  313 

[Jones  V.  Drewrj'.] 

said  canse ;  and  all  of  the  infant  defendants  were  made  parties 
according  to  the  law  of  Virginia,  and  appeared,  and  defended 
said  cause  under  the  direction  of  said  court.  Your  oratons  fur- 
ther allege  and  show,  that  there  are  no  debts  of  said  estate  in 
Alabama  unpaid ;  that  the  property  of  said  estate  in  Alabiima 
consists  of  two  large  plantations,  particularly  describing  the 
lands  ;  "  that  the  assets  of  said  estate  in  the  hands  of  Samuel 
G.  Jones,  other  than  lands,  are  of  small  value  and  amount ;  and 
that  it  is  necessary  to  sell  the  said  lands  for  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  said  estate,  including  the- debts  due  to  your  orators." 
It  was  alleged,  also,  that  said  Jones,  the  Alabama  executor, 
"has  taken  no  steps  to  have  said  lands  sold  ;"  and  the  Virginia 
executor  was  made  a  defendant  to  the  bill,  under  an  allegation 
that  he  refused  to  join  as  a  complainant.  The  bill  prayed, 
"  that  all  the  property  of  said  estate  in  Alabama  may  be  sold  ; 
that  the  said  Samuel  G.  Jones  make  a  full  settlement  of  his 
executorship,  and  that  all  of  the  creditors  of  said  estate  l)e  paid 
jyro  rata  out  of  the  funds  of  said  estate  under  the  direction  of 
the  court ;  or  that,  after  paying  any  and  all  debts  and  liabilities 
of  said  estate  in  the  State  of  Alabama,  the  surplus  be  transmit- 
ted to  the  executor  of  said  estate  in  Virginia,  to  be  there  ad- 
ministered under  the  direction  of  said  Circuit  Court  of  Green- 
ville, or  otherwise  according  to  law  ;"  and  for  other  and  further 
relief,  under  the  general  prayer. 

Separate  answers  were  filed  by  the  executor,  the  widow,  the 
adnlt  heirs,  and  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  the  infant  heirs,  set- 
ting up  the  statute  of  non-claim  and  the  statute  of  limitations 
by  way  of  pleas;  and  they  also  demurred  to  the  bill,  because 
(with  other  grounds  specially  ass'gned)  it  did  not  allege  or  show 
that  the  complainants'  claims  had  been  presented  to  the  execu- 
tor in  Alabama  within  eighteen  months  after  the  grant  of  let- 
ters testamentary,  as  required  by  the  statute  of  non-claim. 
The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrers  and  the  plea,  and  held 
the  complainants  entitled  to  relief  as  prayed  ;  and  his  decree  is 
now  assigned  as  error  by  the  defendants,  jointly  and  severall}'. 

Tnos.  G.  JoxES,  for  the  appellants,  relied  on  the  statute  of 
non-claim  (Code,  >J  2597),  and  contended  that  foreign  debts  were 
not  excepted  from  its  operation. 

W.  A.  GuNTER,  contra. — (1.)  The  heirs'  and  devisees,  being 
personally  liable  to  the  extent  of  assets  descended  or  devised, 
might  be  sued  in  one  jurisdiction,  though  the  assets  were  in 
another. — 2  Wms.  Ex'rs,  1531 ;  Sjyackman  v.  Thnhrell^  8  Sim. 
253.  Therefore,  the  litigation  with  the  heirs  or  devisees  in  one 
jurisdiction,  and  the  establishment  of  the  debts  by  judgment 
against  them  there,  preclude  them  from  setting  up  any  defense 
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going  behind  the  jndgnient,  when  sued  on  it  in  anotlier  juris- 
diction,— Richardson  v.  Ilortofi,  1  Beavan,  123 ;  1  Mae.  &  G. 
449.  (2.)  By  express  constitutional  provision  (Art.  iv,  §  1),  a 
judgment  rendered  in,  one  State  has  equal  validity  and  efficacy 
in  every  other  State. — U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  905.  (3.)  A  general 
creditors'  suit,  or  an  administration  suit  in  which  creditors  are 
required  to  come  in  and  prove  their  debts,  is  regarded  as  a 
separate  suit  by  each  creditor  who  so  comes  in,  and  debts  al- 
lowed stand  as  judgments. — Sterndale  v.  Hanhinson^  1  Sim. 
393 ;  Pearson  v.  Darrinqton,  32  Ala.  275  ;  Steele  v.  SteelSy 
64  Ala.  452;  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1211,  4th  Amer.  ed.  After  de- 
cree in  such  administration  suit,  which  is  regarded  as  in  the 
nature  of  a  judgment  for  each  creditor,  creditors  will  be  en- 
joined from  proceeding  at  law  against  the  debtor's  estate. 
2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1615,  same  edition,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
(4.)  The  heirs  and  devisees  being  concluded  by  the  decree  ren- 
dered in  Virginia,  the  executor  in  Alabama  should  not  be  al- 
lowed to  set  up,  for  their  benefit,  any  defense  which  they  are 
estopped  from  asserting.  The  only  object  of  the  suit  is  to 
subject  the  lands  in  Alabama  to  the  payment  of  the  testator's- 
debts,  and  the  executor  has  no  interest  whatever  in  tliem  ex- 
cept for  the  payment  of  debts.  Where  there  are  executors 
residing  and  appointed  in  different  jurisdictions,  unlike  admin- 
istrators, a  judgment  against  one  is  equally  conclusive  on  the 
others. — Hill  v.  Tucker,  13  Howard,  462;  Goodall  v.  Tucker^ 
13  Howard,  469.  (5.)  The  statute  of  non-claim  does  not  apply 
to  foreign  debts.  The  express  exception  contained  in  the 
former  statute  was  construed  to  be  unnecessary  {Suydam, 
V.  J^roadnax,  14  Peters,  74),  and  was  for  ll.at  reason,  doubtless, 
omitted  from  the  present  statute. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  original  statute  of  non-claim,  en- 
acted in  1815,  and  continuing  of  force  until  the  adoption  of 
the  Code  of  1852,  contained  an  exception  in  favor  of  "debts 
contracted  out  of  this  State,"  and  of  the  claims  off emmes  covert. 
Clay's  Dig.  195,  >^  17.  In  the  revision  of  the  statutes  of  the 
Code  of  1852,  these  exceptions  were  omitted,  and  the  only 
persons  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  bar  of  the  statute 
were  "heirs  or  legatees  claiming  as  such,"  and  mijiors  or  per- 
sons of  unsound  mind,  who  were  allowed  eighteen  months 
after  the  removal  of  their  respective  disabilities  for  the  present- 
ment of  their  claims.— Code  of  1876,  §§  2597-8.  The  words 
of  the  statute  are  clear,  unambiguous,  and  comprehensive. 
"  All  claims  against  tlie  estate  of  a  deceased  person  must  be 
presented  within  eighteen  months  after  the  same  have  accrued, 
or  within  eighteen  months  after  the  grant  of    letters  testa- 
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mentaiy,  or  of  administration ;  and  if  not  presented  within 
that  time,  are  forever  barred." 

The  construction  of  the  statute  has  been  in  harmony  with 
the  undoubted  significance  of  its  words.  Every  claim,  or  de- 
mand, existinp-  against  tlie  testator  or  intestate  at  the  time  of 
liis  death,  or  subsequently  accruing — every  legal  liability  of 
either  character,  to  which  the  personal  representative  can  be 
made  to  answer,  in  courts  of  law  or  of  equity,  or  which  can 
charge  the  assets  in  his  hands  subject  to  administration — is  re- 
garded as  falling  within  the  operation  and  bar  of  the  statute. 
Treticell  v.  McLemore^  52  Ala.  124;  McDoicdl  v.  Jones^ 
58  Ala.  25.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  whole  statutory  system 
touching  the  administration  of  estates,  that  they  shall  be  as 
speedily  as  practicable  settled  and  distributed.  The  creditors 
have  the  primary  right  to  be  satislied  from  the  assets.  But 
they  have  not  a  right  to  prolong  indefinitely  the  settlement  and 
distribution  of  the  estate,  keepir.g  legatees,  or  next  of  kin,  or 
heirs,  from  the  enjoyment  of  such  parts  of  the  estate  as  the 
law  may  appoint  then)  ro  receive.  The  debts  are  but  charges, 
or  incumbrances  upon  the  estate;  and  the  same  justice  and 
sound  policy  in  which  statutes  of  limitation  originate  may  well 
be  supposed  to  require,  that  within  a  limited  time  they  should 
be"  presented  to  the  pei'sonal  representative,  that  he  may  pro- 
ceed safely  in  the  administration,  and  the  legatees,  or  next  of 
kin,  or  heirs,  may  ascertain  the  extent  of  their  interest,  and 
that  it  is  free  from  incumbrances. 

The  legislature  having  omitted  the  exception  ol  ''debts  con- 
tracted out  of  the  State ''  from  the  bar  of  the  statute,  the  courts 
are  powerless  again  to  introduce  it.  The  omission  is  a  clear 
signification  of  the  legislative  will  that  such  debts  shall  fall 
within  the  operation  of  the  statute.  Independent  of  this  con- 
sideration, the  rule  is  well  settled,  that  general  words  of  a  stat- 
ute must  receive  a  general  construction,  and  unless  for  restrain- 
ing them  there  can  be  found  some  ground  or  reason  in  the  stat- 
ute it.self,  they  arc  not  to  be  restrained  by  arbitrary  addition  or 
retrenchment.  Fpon  this  rule  rests  the  rule  which  may  be  said 
to  be  inflexible,  that  no  exception  to  a  statute  of  limitation  can 
be  claimed,  if  it  be  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  statute. 
Hoioell  V.  Hair,  15  Ala.  194;  Ilarincll  r.  Stede,  17  Ala.  372; 
Blnford  V.  Bin  ford,  22  Ala.  6h2 ;  YnieMra  v.  Tarleton, 
67  Ala.  126.  Whatever  may  have- been  true  in  ISI.5,  when  the 
stntute  was  originally  enacted,  and  within  our  territorial  juris- 
diction there  were  but  few  citizens  who  had  not  recently  mi- 
grated from  other  States;  there  would  be,  now,  but  little  of 
reason  or  of  justice  in  subjecting  creditors  whose  debts  were 
contracted  here  to  the  operatii>n  of  the  statute,  and  relieving 
creditors  whose  debts  were  contracted  elsewhere.     The  cause 
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in  which  the  exception  had  its  origin  passed  away,  and  the  legis- 
lature deemed  it  proper  tlie  exception  should  also  cease.  The 
cause  for  excepting  married  women  from  the  statute  was  the 
disability,  under  M'hich  they  labored  at  common  law,  of  assert- 
ing and  enforcing  demands  to  which  the}'  were  entitled.  The 
disability  was  removed  by  legislation,  and  the  exception  of 
their  claims  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  was  abrogated. 

The  argument  of  appellees'  counsel  is  addressed  to  the  propo- 
sition, that  the  statute,  of  itself,  is  incapable  of  application  to 
contracts  made  without  the  State;  that  it  is  a  general  statute., 
without  a  direct  application  to  sucli  contracts,  and,  not  expressly 
mentioning  them,  can  not  be  construed  to  include  them.  Such, 
it  is  said,  is  the  construction  placed  upon  the  former  statute  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Suydara  v.  Broad- 
nax,  14  Peters,  67.  The  single  question  before  the  court  in 
that  case  was,  whether  the  judicial  ascertainment  of  the  insol- 
vency of  an  estate,  by  the  Orphan's  Court  having  jurisdiction, 
could  be  pleaded  in  abatement  of  a  suit  subsequently  com- 
menced by  a  creditor,  a  citizen  of  New  York,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  the  United  States;  the  statute  in  reference  to  insol- 
vent estates  then  of  force  prohibiting  the  commencement  of 
such  suits  after  the  estate  had  been  represented  insolvent.  There 
was  no  (juestion  before  the  court,  touching  the  construction  or 
operation  of  the  statute  of  non-claim ;  it  was  not  even  adverted 
to  in  the  argument  of  counsel.  The  only  question  which  the 
court  decided,  or  could  have  decided,  was,  that  a  statute  of  the 
State,  abridging  the  jurisdiction  of  its  courts,  could  not  be  ap- 
plied to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  however  general  may 
be  its  terms.  This  is  apparent  from  the  certificate  ordered  to 
the  Circuit  Court,  wliich  simply  was,  "that  the  plea  that  the 
estate  of  the  deceased  is  insolvent  is  not  sufficient  in  law  to 
abate  the  plaintiff's  action."  Whatever  may  be  said  in  the 
opinion  touching  the  statute  of  non-claim  and  its  operation,  is 
mere  dicta. 

The  established  rule  of  law,  as  we  understand  it,  is,  that  in 
regard  to  creditors,  the  administration  of  the  assets  of  deceased 
persons  is  governed  exclusively  b}'  the  law  of  the  place  where 
tlie  executor  or  administrator  acts,  and  from  which  he  derives 
authority.  The  domicile  of  the  intestate  or  testator,  or  of  the 
creditor,  can  not  authorize  the  introduction  of  another  law,  to 
defeat  the  law  of  the  situs  of  the  administration. — Story's  Confl. 
Laws,  §  524.  The  obligation  of  contracts,  wherever  made,  and 
whether  made  with  a  citizen  of  the  State  or  of  another  State, 
can  not  be  impaired.  The  citizen  of  another  State  can  be  denied 
no  right,  in  enforcing  his  claims,  which  is  granted  to  the  citi- 
zen of  the  State.  There  can  be,  in  the  order  of  payment,  no 
discrimination  because  of  citizenship,  in  favor  of  the  claims  of 
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the  one,  and  against  tlie  other.  When  the  obligation  of  the 
contract  is  not  impaired — when  the  citizens  of  otlier  States  are 
placed  npon  an  equality  of  riglit  with  our  own  citizens — tiie 
law  of  the  State  regulating  the  administration  of  the  assets  of 
deceased  persons  must  govern,  whatever  may  be  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  the  testator  or  intestate,  or  of  creditors. — Smith  v. 
Union  Bank^  5  Peters,  513;  McElmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Peters, 
312.  The  statute  simply  requires,  that  the  creditor  shall,  within 
a  specified  period,  do  a  particular  act,  to  preserve  his  right  to 
subject  the  assets  to  the  payment  of  his  demand.  The  failure 
to  do  the  act  bars  the  claim  from  charging  or  incumbering  the 
assets.  There  is  no  greater  reason  for  the  exception  of  debts 
contracted  without  the  State,  from  the  operation  of  the  statute, 
than  there  would  be  for  tiie  exception  of  such  debts  from  the 
statutes  of  limitation.  There  is  no  greater  reason  for  reading 
the  statute  as  limited  in  operation  to  debts  contracted  within 
the  State,  or  to  the  debts  of  our  own  citizens,  wherever  they 
may  have  been  contracted,  than  there  would  be  for  reading  the 
statute  of  limitations  as  so  confined.  Xeither  statute  is  directed 
to  the  validity  or  obligation  of  contracts — each  affects  only 
remedies,  and  goes  "  aa  litis  ordinationem,  and  not  ad  litis  di- 
ci-sioiiem,  in  a  just  judicial  sense." — Story's  Con.  Laws,  §  576, 
Tiiere  could  have  been  but  one  purpose  in  the  omission  from 
the  statute  of  "debts  contracted  out  of  the  State;"  and  that 
purpose  is,  that  tiie  general  words  of  the  statute  embracing 

*  them  should  have  full  operation. 

A  judgment  of  a  court  of  law,  or  a  decree  of  a  court  of 
equity,  is  conclusive  of  all  the  facts  actually  litigated  and  de- 
cided, and  of  all  facts  necessarily  involved  in  the  issues  of  the 
suit.  It  may  be.  that  the  decrees  rendered  in  Virginia  are  con- 
clusive, as  against  the  widow  and  devisees,  of  the  validity  and 
justness  of  tlie  demands  preferred  by  the  appellees ;  and  of  the 
same  facts,  it  may  be,  tiiey  are  prima  facie  evidence  against 
the  executor  resident  in  this  State.  The  validity,  or  justness 
of  the  debts,  is  not  the  question  now  involved.  The  question 
is,  wiiether  the  creditors  have  done  an  act  which  the  statute  of 
this  State  declares  a  condition  precedent  to  tlieir  right  to  charge 
tlhe  assets  subject  to  administration  in  the  courts  and  under  the 
laws  of  this  State.  The  question  was  not  involved,  and  could 
not  have  been  litigated,  in  the  suit  in  which  the  decree  in  Vir- 
ginia was  rendered.-  The  conclusiveness,  or  the  estoppel  of 
judgments  or  decrees,  does  not  extend  to  matters  wliich  are 
drawn  in  question  collaterally,  or  which  were  incidentally  cogni- 
zable in  the  suit  in  which  they  were  rendered ;  and  it  can  not 
be  extended  to  estop  parties  from  litigating  matters,  from  mak- 

,    ing  defenses,  of  which  the  court  could  not  have  taken  cogni- 
zance, and  which  would  not  have  availed  them  as  to  the  teruii- 
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nation  of  that  suit,  if  of  them  the  court  had  taken  cognizance. 

The  statute  requires  tlie  creditor  to  do  an  act  within  a  speci- 
lied  time,  to  preserve  liis  claim  as  a  cliarge  or  incumbrance  upon 
the  estate  of  a  deceased  person.  If  the  act  be  not  done,  what- 
ever of  justice  there  may  be  in  his  claim,  however  full  may  be 
the  knowledge  of  the  personal  representative,  or  of  heirs,  or  of 
legatees,  or  ne*xt  of  kin,  entitled  to  the  secondary  right  to  the 
estate,  of  the  existence  and  justice  of  the  claim,  the  bar  of  the 
statute  can  be  avoided  only  by  the  presentment  to  the  personal 
representative, — the  act  which  the  statute  requires. — Jones  n. 
Lightfoot,  10  Ala.  17 ;  Boggs  v.  Br.  Bank  Mobile,  Ih.  970 ; 
Bank  V.  Havjkins^  12  Ala.  755;  Pijjikin  v.  Hewlett,  17  Ala. 
291 ;  McDowell  v.  Jones,  58  Ala.  25.  The  widow  and  devisees 
from  the  suit  in  Virginia  maj  have  derived  full  knowledge  of 
the  existence  of  the  claims  of  the  appellees,  and  may  by  the 
decree  rendered  in  that  suit  be  concluded  from  disputing  their 
justness.  The  knowledge  they  acquired,  the  estoppel  of  the 
decree,  can  not  affect  the  operation  of  the  statute  regulating 
the  administration  of  assets  here  situate,  and  in  our  courts  can 
not  open  a  controversy  the  statute  intended  to  bar, — the  liability 
of  the  assets  to  be  charged  with  the  payment  of  claims  not  pre- 
sented. 

Whether  the  statute  operates  a  bar  to  the  claim,  is  the  only 
question  which  was  argued  by  counsel,  and  we  confine  our  de- 
cision to  it.  In  any  view  which  we  can  take,  we  are  constrained 
to  the  conclusion,  it  is  a  positive  bar,  no  court  obeying  the  stat- 
ute can  disregard.  The  result  is,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
must  be  reversed,  and  a  decree  here  rendered,  dismissing  the 
bill  at  the  cost  of  the  appellees. 


Flexner  &  Lichten  v.  Dickerson, 

Action  on   Written  Contract  for  Payment  of  Cotton,  as  Bent. 

1 .  Cnntrorts  of  infants. — The  modern  decisions,  including  our  own  ad- 
judfjred  cases,  have  settled  these  propositions :  1st,  that  an  infant  is  not 
lial^le  on  any  of  his  contracts,  excepting  only  for  necessaries, — the  Just 
value  of  which  may  be  recovered,  but  not  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid ; 
2d,  tiiat  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  is  the  only  act  which  an  infant 
is  legally  incapacitated  to  perform;  3d,  that  all  other  contracts  of  an  in- 
fant, whether  executed  or  executory,  are  only  voidable,  and  may  be 
either  ratified  or  avoided  at  his  election. 

2.  Sanip. — The  plea  of  infancy  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  on  a 
M-ritten  obligation  given  for  the  rent  of  land,  when  the  action  is  com- 
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menced  before  the  infant  has  attained  his  majority,  and  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  terra. 

3.  Sdiiie. — .Such  contract,  being  executor}',  can  only  be  ratified  by 
"  an  expre-^ts  confirmation,  or  new  promise,  vohintarily  and  deliberately 
matle  by  the  infant  uj»on  his  coming  of  ajxe,  and  with  knowledge  that  he 
is  not  legally  liable."  The  fact  that  he  retained  an<l  sold  the  crops 
raised  by  him  is  not  a  ratification  or  affirmation  of  the  contract. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Butler. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  James  E.  Cobb. 

This  action  wa.'s  brought  by  the  appellants,  suing  as  partners, 
against  Thomas  Dickerson  and  Preston  Diekerson  ;  was  founded 
on  the  defendants'  written  obligation,  dated  January  5th,  1878, 
signed  ''  Tom  and  Preston  Dickerson^  and  in  these  words : 
"  On  the  first  day  of  October,  1878,  we  promise  to  pay  to  Sarah 
Dickerson  one  bale  cotton,  400  lbs,,  and  one  hundred  and  fifty 
bush,  corn,  to  be  delivered  in  Greenville,  or  at  some  save  [safe  ^J 
house  at  the  plantation,  the  same  being  for  rent ;  also,  the  seed 
out  of  the  above  cotton ; "  and  was  commenced  by  original  at- 
tachment, sued  out  on  the  16th  October,  1S78,  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendants  had  removed  a  portion  of  the  crop  from  the 
premises  without  paying  the  rent.  The  plaintiffs  sued  as  the 
assignees  of  the  writing,  and  there  was  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, which  the  court  below  sustained  ;  but  the  judgment  was 
reversed  by  this  court,  and  the  cause  remanded. — Fh-xner  ct* 
Lichten  V.  D>c/i'et\^on,  65  Ala.  72.  After  the  remand ment  of 
the  cause,  the  defendants  filed  a  special  plea,  averring  that,  "  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract  mentioned  in  said  complaint, 
they  were  both  infants  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;" 
to  which  the  plaintiffs  replied,  ''that  said  contract  is  a  contract 
for  rent,  such  as  an  infant  can  legally  make,  and  that  said  de- 
fendants entered  upon  the  rented  premises,  remained  in  pos- 
session thereof,  enjoyed  the  possession,  and  never  disclaimed 
being  the  renters."  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  this 
replication  ;  "  and  the  plaintiffs  then  pleaded  over,"  as  the  bill 
of  exceptions  recites,  "in  short  by  consent,  1st,  by  taking  issue 
on  the  plea  of  infancy;  2d,  that  the  defendants  had  ratified  and 
aflirmed  the  contract,  whereupon  issue  was  taken."  The  jndg- 
ment-entry  only  recites  that  the  cause  was  tried  on  issue  joineci. 

On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  the  plaintiffs 
offered  in  evidence  the  writing  sued  on,  "  and  introduced  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  defendants  rented  the  lands  of  Mrs, 
Sarah  Dickerson  for'the  year  1878,  and  gave  said  note  or  con- 
tract for  the  rent  of  said  year;  that  they  went  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  rented  lands,  remained  in  possession  during  the 
entire  year,  without  molestation  by  any  one.  and  were  in  pos- 
session of  the  crop  raised  on  the  place  at  the  time  the  cotton 
and  corn  was  levied  on ;  that  they  gave  a  replevy  bond  for  the 
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cotton  and  corn,  Avhicli  was  then  delivered  to  them  bj  the 
sheriff ;  that  they  continued  in  the  possession  of  tlie  place  for 
the  years  1879  and  1880  (but  under  what  contract  did  not  ap- 
pear), controlling  the  same,  selling  and  disposing  of  the  same  as 
their  own ;  that  the  cotton  levied  on  was  in  the  possession  of 
Srmpson,  their  surety,  after  Preston  Dickerson  attained  his 
majority,  which  was  after  the  expiration  of  said  term  of  rent- 
ing, by  and  -with  their  consent;  and  that  they  took  the  corn  left, 
and  used  it  on  the  place.  The  defendants  introduced  proof 
tending  to  show  that  each  of  them  was  under  twenty-one  years 
of  age  when  said  note  or  contract  was  made,  and  did  not  at- 
tain the  age  of  twenty-one  until  after  the  expiration  of  said 
term  of  renting,  and  after  the  expiration  of  tlie  year  1878.  The 
evidence  was  uncontradicted,  that  at  the  making  of  said  note  or 
contract,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and 
during  the  whole  of  the  rental  year  (1878),  the  defendants  were 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  that  the  contract  sued  on  was 
for  the  year  1878  only ;  and  that  the  defendants  commenced  to 
resist  and  defend  this  suit,  as  soon  as  it  was  begun,  and  have 
continued  so  to  resist  and  defend." 

On  this  evidence,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  on  the  request 
of  the  defendants,  as  follows:  "If  the  jury  believe,  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  contract  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  suit 
was  entered  into  while  the  defendants  were  minors  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age,  and  was  a  contract  of  renting  for  one  year 
only ;  and  that  said  contract  expired  by  its  terms  before  either 
of  the  defendants  arrived  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and 
that  this  suit  was  commenced  before  the  expiration  of  the  year 
for  which  the  land  was  rented,  and  before  the  defendants  be- 
came of  age, — then  they  will  find  for  the  deiendants." 

The  plaintiffs  excepted  to  this  charge,  and  requested  several 
charges  in  writing,  as  follows  :  1.  "  If  the  jury  believe  that 
the  defendants  rented  the  premises  for  the  year  1878,  and  en- 
tered into  the  possession  thereof,  and  continued  in  the  possession 
under  theii-  claim  l)y  rent,  and  did  not,  either  by  act,  word  or 
deed,  disclaim  before  the  rent  day ;  then  they  will  find  for  the 
plaintiffs,  so  far  as  the  plea  of  minority  is  concerned."  2.  "  If 
the  jury  are  satisfied,  from  .the  evidence,  that  the  defendants 
rented  the  lands  for  the  year  1878,  and  gave  the  note  or  con- 
tract in  evidence  for  the  rent,  and  entered  upon  the  possession 
of  the  rented  premises  under  said  contract,  and  continued  in 
the  possession  during  the  entire  term,  receiving  and  enjoying 
the  fruits  of  the  contract,  and  in  no  maimer  disclaimed  before 
the  rent  day  ;  then  they  will  find  for  the  plaintiffs,  so  far  as  the 
plea  of  minority  is  concerned."  3.  "  If  the  jury  are  satisfied, 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendants  entered  upon  the  pos- 
session of  the  land  under  said  contract  of  renting  for  the  year 
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1878,  and  continued  to  enjoy  the  possession  durin*;  the  whole 
year,  without  let  or  hindrance  by  any  one ;  and  that  they  con- 
tinued in  the  possession  of  the  land  during  the  year  lS7i>,  with- 
out any  new  contract,  holding  over  (and  as  there  is  no  proof  as 
to  how  they  held  or  occupied,  it  is  presumed  they  held  on  the 
terms  of  the  contract  of  1878);  and  if  they  held  over  after  they  at- 
tained their  majority,  under  this  presumption  ;  then  the  jury 
may  look  to  these,  together  with  all  other  acts  and  circumstances 
in  the  case,  to  show  whether  or  not  the  defendants  affirmed  said 
contract  after  they  attained  their  majority  ;  and  if  they  are  sat- 
isfied, from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  proved  in  the  cai^e, 
that  the  defendants  afiirmed  this  contract  after  they  attained 
their  majority,  they  must  find  for  the  plaintitfs."  4.  ''  The 
infancy  of  the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the 
note  or  contract  read  in  evidence,  is  no  defense  to  this  action, 
if  the  jury  find  that  the  lease  was  beneficial  to  the  defendants, 
and  was  not  waived  by  them,  either  by  word  or  deed,  before 
the  rent  day."  5.  "  If  the  jury  are  satisfied,  looking  at  all  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  that  acts  and  declarations  of  the  defend- 
ants proved  in  the  case,  reasonably  considered,  imply  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  contract  by  them,  then  they  should  find  for  the 
plaintiffs,  notwithstanding  their  minority  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contract."  The  court  refused  each  of  these  char- 
ges, and  the  plaintiffs  duly  excepted  to  their  refusal. 

The  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to  the  replication,  the  charge 
given,  and  the  refusal  of  the  several  charges  asked,  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

J  NO.  Gamble,  for  the  appellants. — If  a  minor  take  a  lease  of 
land,  and  enter  and  continue  in  possession  of  the  claim  by  rent^ 
he  is  liable  to  the  same  process,  and  to  the  same  action  as  an 
adult,  to  enforce  his  contract  for  rent;  and  he  can  only  exoner- 
ate himself  from  the  obligation  to  pay  rent,  by  disclaiming  be- 
fore the  rent-day  comes. — Railway  Co.  v,  Coomhe^  3  Excheq. 
560;  Railway  Co.  v.  McMic/iael,  5  Excheq.  126;  Kirten,  v. 
Elliott,  2  Bulst.  69;  Evelyn  v.  Chichester,  3  Burr.  1719;  Tyler 
on  Infancy,  §  122,  where  these  authprities  are  cited  with  ap- 
probation;  17  Barbour,  149;  6  Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses, 
230 ;  5  Ih.  58,  68.  Infancy  of  the  lessee,  at  the  time  of  exe- 
cuting the  lease,  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  the  rent,  if  the 
lease  is  beneficial,  and  was  not  waived  before  rent-day.^— 4 
Wait's  A.  and  D.  272.  The  contract  being  voidable  only,  it 
might  be  ratified  and  affirmed ;  and  the  charges  asked  were  in- 
tended to  present  the  question  of  ratification.  The  refusal  of 
these  charges  withdrew  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury  the 
evidence  relied  on  as  showing  a  ratification,  and  was  tl>erefore 
21 
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erroneous. — Edgar  v.  IfcA^'u,  22  Ala.  796 ;  Pritchett  v.  Mxin- 
roe^  22  Ala.  501 ;  Reese  v.  Beck,  2-1  Ala.  651 ;  Upson  v.  Rai- 
ford.  29  Ala.  188. 

J.  C.  Richardson,  contra,  cited  Schonler's  Dom.  Rel.  539 ; 
Ewell's  Lead.  Cases,  53 ;  1  Amer.  Lead.  Cases,  5th  ed.  300-02; 
Philpot  V.  Bingham,  55  Ala.  438 ;  Freeman  v.  Bradford,  5 
Porter,  272;  26  Amer.  Dec.  279;  38  Amer.  Dec.  623;  4 
Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses,  220-21 ;  7  lb.  129. 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — The  following  popositions  we  consider 
to  be  settled  by  the  modern  decisions  in  this  country,  including 
our  own  adjudged  cases  :  1.  Infants  are  not  liable  on  any  of 
their  contracts,  excepting  only  for  necessaries, — the  sum  to  be 
recovered  in  such  cases  being  the  just  value  of  the  necessaries, 
and  not  what  was  agreed  to  be  paid.  2.  The  only  act  which 
an  infant  is  legally  incapacitated  to  perform,  is  the  a2)point- 
nient  of  an  attorney.  3.  All  other  contracts  of  infants,  whether 
executory  or  executed,  may  be  avoided  or  ratified  at  the  election 
of  the  infant,  being  considered  V(92'6?«J/<?,  and  not  dbsolntely  void. 
Ph'tlpot  V.  Bingham,  55  Ala.  435;  Manning  v.  Johnson,  26 
Ala.  446 ;  Clark  v.  Goddard,  39  Ala.  164  ;  1  Amer.  Lead.  Cases 
(5th  ed.),  242,  300  ;  Bishop  on  Contr.  §§  260-266  ;  2  Greenl. 
Ev.  §§  364,  et  seq.;  7  Wait's  Act.  &  Def.  131 ;  Rainwater  v. 
Durham,  10  Amer.  Dec.  637;  Bool  v.  Mix,  17  Wend.  119; 
Wheaton  v.  East,  5  Yerg.  41 ;  Taylor  on  Land.  &  Ten.  §§  93,  96  ; 
2  Brick.  Dig.  109,  §§  ^,  et  seq. 

The  obligation  here  sued  on  ^vas  executed  by  the  appellees 
while  they  w^ere  minors  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 
It  was  given  for  rent  of  land  for  the  year  1878,  being  payable 
to  their  mother,  and  M^as  afterwards  assigned  to  plaintiff. 
Under  this  state  of  facts,'  the  plea  of  infancy  was  good,  and  the 
court  did  not  err  in  giving  the  charge  requested  by  the  de- 
fendants. 

The  charges  requested  by  the  plaintiffs  were  properly  refused. 
The  record  contains  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  a  ratification 
by  the  defendants  of  the  contract  of  renting,  which  was  for 
the  year  1878  07dy.  The  action  was  commenced  in  October, 
1878,  by  attachment;  and  from  that  time,  to  the  date  of  trial, 
the  defendants  are  shown  to  have  been  active  in  their  effort  to 
disavow  their  legal  lial)ility,  and  to  resist  all  recovery  by  the 
plaintiff. — Eureka  Co.  v.  Edwards,  1\  Ala.  248;  McCarthy 
V.  N'icrosi,  at  present  term  post,  332.  The  fact  that  the  de- 
fendants retained  and  sold  the  crops  which  Avere  raised  by  them 
on  the  premises,  was  no  aftirmation  of  their  contract  to  pay 
rent.  The  consideration  of  the  agreement  sued  on  was  not  the 
crops,  but  the  use  of  the  land.     It  can  not  be  maintained  that 
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the  appropriation  by  defendants  of  the  fruits  of  their  labor 
was  such  a  positive  and  unequivocal  act  as  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion to  bind  themselves  for  the  rent.  Nor  is  it  an  act  at  all 
inconsistent  with  the  ri*;ht  to  repudiate  such  liability,  as  would 
be  the  sale  or  conveyance  by  an  infant,  after  he  Ijecomes  of 
age,  (jf  the  land  or  personal  property  itself  which  he  may  have 

i)urchased,  as  constituting  the  coiiitideratioii  of  the  contract, 
iatitication  may  be  inferred,  as  often  decided,  by  the  infant's 
continuing  to  hold  and  treat  the  propertv  or  thing  purchased 
as  his  own,  or  by  selling  it  after  attaining  his  majority.  Clearly 
the  taking  of  a  new  lease  for  another  year,  of  the  same  land, 
after  the  expiration  of  the  old  one,  would  not  cume  within  the 
inrinence  of  this  principle. — 2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  367;  Williarntt 
V.  Mow,  11  M.  (fe  W.  256;  Lawson  v.  Lovejoy,  23  Amer. 
Dec.  526. 

The  present  agreement  to  pay  rent  is  executory,  and  having 
been  entered  into  during  infancy,  can  be  ratified  only  by  "an 
exprem  confir77mtio?i,  or  neu:  j^^^'^nise,  voluntarily  and  deliber- 
ately made  l)y  the  infant,  upon  his  coming  of  age,  and  with 
knowledge  that  he  is  not  legally  liable." — 2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  367 ; 
Bish.  on  Contr.  Jj  276;  Thompson  v.  Lay,  16  Amer.  Dec.  325. 
AVe  discover  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


Beale  i\  Posey. 

Action  hy  Gtiest  against  Innkeeper,  fm'  Money  Lost. 

1.  StulHtt'g  construed  with  reference  to  common  law. — All  statutes  are  to 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  i>rinciples  of  the  common  law ;  and 
an  intention  to  abrogate  or  modify  it  is  not  to  be  presumed,  further  than 
is  expressed,  or  absolutely  recjuired  by  the  case. 

2.  Innkc'per'x  linhilitif ;  at  rummou  lair. — At  common  law,  an  inn- 
keeper was  bound  to  receive  and  entertain,  for  a  reasonable  reward,  all 
persons  who  applied  to  liim,  not  being  of  disorderly  conduct,  and  having; 
the  means  of  pavment ;  the  principles  regulating  his  rights,  duties,  and 
Habilities  towards  liis  guests,  being  founded  on  considerations  of  public 
policy,  and  intended  for  the  security  of  travellers  and  strangers,  who 
were  necessarily  ctjmpelled  to  intru.st  their  proi>erty  to  him. 

3.  Sauii';  statutnnj  regulations  as  to. — By  statutory  provisions  forming 
a  part  of  the  general  revenue  law  (Code,  ^  522-25),  the  keeiM?rs  of  inns 
and  hotels  are  reipiired  to  take  out  an  annual  license,  and  their  lia- 
bilities towards  their  guests  are  declared  to  be,  "  in  the  absence  of  a 
special  contract  regulating  the  same,  such  as  are  fixed  by  the  laws  of  the 
land  ;  "  while  the  kee;>er  of  a  "  house  or  place  for  the  entertainment  of 
travellers,  lodgers,  transient  persons  or  guests,  in  any  town,  city  or  vil- 
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lage,"  from  whom  no  license  is  required,  but  on  whom  an  income  tax  is 
imposcnl,  is  allowed  a  large  liberty  in  the  selection  of  his  guests,  and  is 
required  to  make  a  si^ecial  contract  with  them,  evidenced  by  a  memo- 
randum printed  or  written. 

4.  Same. — If  the  keeper  of  such  unlicensed  house  of  entertainment 
fails  to  make  a  special  contract  with  his  guest,  as  required  by  the  statute, 
he  can  not  recover  compensation  for  board  and  lodging  furnished,  and 
assumes  the  common-law  liability  of  an  innkeeper  for  the  loss  of  goods 
belonging  to  his  guest ;  and  when  sued  by  a  guest  for  the  loss  of  goods, 
he  can  not  be  heard  to  say  that  he  was  not  a  licensed  innkee])er. 

5.  Same ;  keeping  depository  for-  valuables,  and  posting  notice  thereof. 
The  keeper  of  an  inn  or  public  hotel  in  a  city  may  relieve  himself  from 
liability  for  the  loss  of  money,  jewelry,  &c.,  by  providing  a  safe  depos- 
itory for  such  articles,  and  giving  notice  thereof  to  his  guests  (Code, 
§§  1549-51) ;  but  the  posting  of  notice  on  a  single  door  in  the  house,  no 
matter  how  public  it  may  be,  is  not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
statute,  and  does  not  justify  the  inference  of  notice  to  any  particular 
guest.  This  provision,  however,  is  confined  to  cities,  and  has  no  appli- 
cation to  houses  in  a  town  or  village,  or  in  the  country. 

G.  Same  ;  who  is  guest. — A  traveller,  or  transient  visitor,  engaged  on 
temporary  business,  does  not  lose  the  character  of  a  guest  in  a  hotel, 
merely  because  he  makes  a  special  contract  for  board  and  lodging  at  less 
than  the  usual  charges. 

7.  Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to  conduct  of  servant  charged  vith  larceny 
of  guest's  money,  in  action  against  innkeeper. — In  an  action  by  a  guest 
against  an  innkeeper,  for  the  loss  of  money,  the  conduct,  demeanor  or  ap- 
pearance of  a  servant  at  the  hotel,  while  on  trial  charged  Avith  the  lar- 
ceny, thoiigli  it  might  be  competent  evidence  against  himself  as  an  im- 
plied admission  or  confession,  is  not  admissible  against  the  defendant, 
his  employer. 

8.  To  ivhat  witness  may  testify. — A  witness  may  testify,  as  a  fact,  that 
he  "  knew  and  recognized  the  walk  "  of  another  person. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Conecuh, 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  P.  Hubbard. 

This  action  was  brought  by  James  W.  Posey,  against  W.  G. 
Beale,  as  the  keeper  of  a  public  hotel  in  the  town  of  Evergreen 
in  said  county,  called  and  known  as  the  "  Evergreen  Hotel,"  to 
recover  damages  for  money  lost  by  the  plaintiff  while  a  guest 
at  said  hotel,  in  May,  1879,  and  which  was  alleged  to  have  been 
stolen  l>y  some  one  or  more  of  the  defendant's  servants,  or  to 
have  been  lost  by  the  carelessness  or  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant or  his  servants ;  and  was  commenced  on  the  Ist  April, 
1880.  The  defendant  filed  two  special  pleas ;  the  first  alleg- 
ing, "  that  the  said  town  of  Evergreen,  at  the  time  of  said  al- 
leged loss  by  plaintiff,  contained  less  than  twenty-five  hundred 
inhabitants,  and  defendant  did  not,  at,  before,  or  since  said 
time,  have  any  license  as  the  keeper  of  an  inn  or  hotel,  and 
was  not  liable  as  such  for  the  loss  alleged  to  have  been  sustained 
by  plaintiff;"  and  the  second,  "that  at,  before,  and  since  the 
time  alleged  in  the  complaint,  defendant  had  an  iron  safe,  for 
the  safe-keeping  of  valuable  articles  belonging  to  his  customers, 
and  said  plaintiff  failed  and  refused  to  deposit  his  said  money 
in  said  safe,  but  kept  it  exclusively  in   his  own  custody,  and 
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kept  the  same  so  negligently  and  carelessly  as  to  contribute  to 
the  loss  thereof."  The  court  sustained  a  deniurrer  to  each  of 
these  special  pleas,  and  tlie  cause  was  tried  on  issue  joined  on 
the  plea  of  not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  tlie  plaintiff  testified  as  a  witness  for  himself, 
and  stated  the  facts  connected  with  the  loss  of  his  money, 
while  occupying  a  room  at  the  defendant's  hotel  in  Evergreen, 
on  the  night  of  May  6th,  1879,  or  early  the  next  morning  be- 
fore he  was  up ;  and  he  adduced  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
the  money  was  stolen  by  one  (reorge  Richardson,  a  servant  in 
the  hotel,  who  waited  on  the  plaintiff  in  his  room,  brought  wa- 
ter, tfec.  It  appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  testimony,  that  the 
money  was  in  his  pocket-book  in  his  pantaloons,  wiiich  he  hung 
on  the  bed-post  at  his  head  on  retiring  at  night;  and  that  he 
had  not  discovered  they  were  missing,  until  said  Richardson 
asked  him,  in  the  morning,  before  he  arose,  whether  those  were 
his  pantaloons  in  an  adjoining  unoccupied  room;  and  when 
they  were  examined,  his  poeket-l>ook  and  money  was  gone,  and 
some  of  the  papers  were  scattered  about  the  room.  In  giving 
his  testimony  as  to  these  matters,  plaintiff  stated,  among  other 
things:  "I  slipped  the  bolt  in  the  catch  on  the  door,  there  be- 
ing no  key  in  the  lock,  and,  pulling  the  door  to  see  if  the  bolt 
was  fastened,  I  found  that  it  was,  .  .  I  slept  until  morn- 
ing, and  awoke  about  sun-rise;  and  very  soon  afterwards  I 
heard  some  one  walk  down  the  hall.  /  recognized  the  icalk  to 
be  that  of  George  Richardson.  I  knew  his  vxdk.''  The  de- 
fendant objected  to  the  admission  of  the  italicized  words  as 
evidence,  but  without  stating  any  particular  ground  of  objec- 
tion ;  and  he  reserved  an  exception  to  the  overruling  of  his  ob- 
jection. It  appeared  that  said  Richardson  was  arrested,  with 
other  servants  about  the  hotel,  on  the  day  after  the  loss  of  the 
money,  under  a  charge  of  larceny  ;  and  a  witness  for  the  plain- 
tiff testified  :  '*  On  the  trial,  George  was  laughing,  and  seemed 
to  be  very  lively  in  the  }>eginning ;  hut,  towards  the  last,  he 
looked  sad  and  downcastP  To  the  admission  of  this  statement 
as  evidence  the  defendant  objected,  and  reserved  an  exception 
to  the  overruling  of  his  objection. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff'  had  been  in  the  habit  of  stop- 
ping at  the  defendant's  hotel  whenever  he  was  in  Evergreen, 
and  had  attempted  "  to  make  arrangements  with  defendant  to 
count  the  time  when  he  was  there,  and  let  him  i)ay  by  the 
month,  (»r  somehow  that  way ;  but  defendant  said  he  could  not 
do  that,  but  would  sell  him  meal  tickets,  worth  fifty  cents  each, 
at  three  for  a  dollar,  and  lodging  at  the  same  rate;"  that  i)lain- 
tiff  bought  some  tickets  under  this  arrangement,  and  after- 
wards continued  to  pay  at  the  same  rates,  whenever  he  stopped 
at  the  hotel,  but  without  buying  any  tickets  in  advance.     On 
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the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  proved,  "  tliat  he  kept  an  iron 
safe  in  the  house  for  the  deposit  of  money  and  vahiahles  by 
persons  stopping  with  him,  and  that  a  notice  |o  that  effect,  in 
writing,  was  posted  on  one  of  the  doors  of  the  parlor,  before 
and  at  the  time  of  phiintiff's  said  loss;"  also,  "that  plaintiff 
did  not  make  any  application  to  deposit  anytliing  with  him  that 
night,  and  he  did  not  know  plaintiif  was  in  the  house  until  in- 
formed of  the  loss  in  the  morning."  It  was  proved,  also,  that 
the  diefendant  had  not  taken  out  a  license  as  tlie  keeper  of  a 
public  hotel,  as  by  law  required. 

"  The  foregoing  was,  in  substance,  all  the  evidence  intro- 
duced on  the  trial ;  and  the  court  thereupon  charged  the  jury," 
among  other  things,  as  follows:  1.  "That  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  hire  honest  and  competent  servants ;  and  if 
he  did  not,  he  would  be  liable,  if  the  plaintiff  thereby  lost  his 
money,  without  fault  or  negligence  on  his  own  part."  2. 
"  That  the  taking  out  of  a  license  as  the  keeper  of  an  inn  or 
hotel  was  not  necessary  to  render  the  defendant  liable ;  for  he 
would  be  liable  without  such  license,  if  his  liability  had  been 
shown  in  all  other  respects." 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  also,  on  the  request  of  the  plain- 
tiff, as  follows:  1.  "A  hotel-keeper,  who  employs  servants  to 
attend  to  the  rooms  of  liis  guests,  is  expected  to  employ  those 
who  are  honest ;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  and  a  loss  is  tliereby 
occasioned,  without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  guest,  he  is 
responsible  to  the  guest  for  such  loss."  2.  "If  the  jury  be- 
lieve, from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiffs  money  was  taken 
or  stolen  by  the  defendant's  servants,  employed  by  him  in  the 
house,  or  through  the  negligence  of  said  servants,  without  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  then  the  defendant  is  lia- 
ble to  the  plaintiff,  if  he  was  at  the  time  the  guest  of  the  de- 
fendant at  his  hotel."  3.  "If  the  jury  are  satisfied,  from  the 
evidence,  and  under  the  law  as  given  to  them  by  the  court,  that 
the  defendant  was  the  proprietor  and  keeper  of  a  hotel  or  inn ; 
and  that  plaintiff  was  a  guest  at  said  hotel,  and,  while  at  said 
hotel,  had  his  money  stolen  from  him  by  the  defendant's  ser- 
vant, employed  by  the  proprietor  as  a  waiter  in  said  hotel, 
without  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff;  then  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  whatever  amount  the  proof  satisfies  them 
was  so  stolen  from  him,  with  interest  thereon  ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  only  required  in  such  case,  in  order  to  make  the  hotel- 
keeper  liable,  to  exercise  ordinary  care  and  diligence."  4. 
"  Unless  the  jury  should  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
defendant  had  posted,  at  the  time  the  money  sued  for  was  lost, 
notices  on  the  doors  and  other  public  places  in  his  said  house 
or  hotel,  containing  the  terms  in  the  statute,  or  the  material 
parts  thereof,  as  required  by  section  1549  of  the  Code, — then 
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the  defendant  would  not  be  relieved  from  his  liability  as  hotel- 
keeper;  and  even  if  the  jury  should  believe,  from  all  the  evi- 
dence together,  that  the  defendant  had,  at  that  time,  one  notice 
of  that  character  posted  on  the  door  of  the  parlor  in  the  house, 
and  no  other  place  or  door  therein,  this  would  not  be  a  compli- 
ance with  the  statute,  and  would  not  relieve  the  defendant 
from  liability  as  such  hotel-keeper."  "  To  the  giving  of  each 
and  all  of  which  instructions,"  the  bill  of  exceptions  states, 
"the  defendant  then  and  there  excepted;"  and  he  requested 
the  court,  in  writing,  to  instruct  the  jury,  "  that  if  they  \)e- 
lieve,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  defendant  did  not  take  out  a 
license  as  inn-keeper,  or  hotel-keeper,  for  the  year  1879,  then, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  he  might  have  kept  boarders,  and 
entertained  transient  persons,  he  would  not  be  an  inn-keeper, 
or  hotel-keeper."  The  court  refused  to  give  this  charge,  and 
the  defendant  excepted  to  its  refusal. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  the 
charges  given,  and  the  refusal  of  the  charge  asked,  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

.  G.  R.  Farnham,  with  Troy  tfe  Tompkins,  for  appellants. — 1. 
At  counnon  law,  an  innkeeper  was  responsible  for  the  loss  of 
goods  belonging  to  his  guests,  unless  caused  by  the  act  of  God, 
the  public  enemy,  or  the  conduct  of  the  guest  himsef,  his  ser- 
vant, or  companion.  —  Maso7i  v.  Thampson^  9  Pick.  280; 
Calye's  case,  8  Co.  32 ;  1  Smith's  L.  C.  266  ;  Chamberlain  cj& 
Co.  V.  Masterson,  26  Ala.  3  71.  The  rigor  of  this  rule  grew 
out  of  the  necessities  of  the  times  in  which  it  was  adopted,  and 
moditications  of  it  have  been  adopted  in  more  modern  times,  as 
suggested  in  the  case  of  Chainhedain  cfc  Co.  v.  Masteiw/Jiy 
mupra.  But,  if  the  guest  did  not  trust  his  goods  to  the  custody 
of  the  innkeeper,  taking  the  care  and  custody  exclusively  on 
liimself,  the  innkeeper  was  discharged  from  liability. — Storv  on 
Bailments,  ^^  466, 466  a,  468  a,  483;  Whart.  Law  Ne^l.  §Jf"690- 
91  ;  21  N.  Y;  111 ;  1  Denio,  99.  And  the  keeper  of  "a  lodging- 
house  did  not  assume  or  incur  the  high  responsibility  of  an  inn- 
keeper.— Story  on  Bailments,  §  475  <^/  Whart.  Negl.  ^  681. 

2.  These  rules  of  the  common  law  have  been  changed  by 
statute  in  this  State  (Code,  §§  522-25) ;  and  the  manifest  pur- 
pose of  these  statutory  provisions  was  to  abrogate  the  rules  of 
the  common  law,  whicli  required  an  innkeeper  to  receive  as 
guests  all  persons  who  might  apply  for  admission,  and  to  ex- 
tend equal  accommodations  to  all.  The  court  will  take  judi- 
cial notice  of  the  state  of  public  affairs  existing  at  that  time, 
growing  out  of  political  events  and  attempted  legislation  in 
favor  of  social  as  well  as  political  equality,  and  will  give  effect 
to  the  manifest  purpose  and  intention  of  our  law-makers.     Un- 


338  SUPREME   COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Beale  v.  Posey.] 

■der  these  statutory  provisions,  a  person  might  keep  a  private 
house  of  entertainment  for  hoarders  or  guests,  without  incur- 
ring or  assuming  the  duties  or  liabilities  of  the  keeper  of  a  pub- 
lic inn  or  hotel.  He  might  refuse  to  take  out  a  license,  or  he 
might  surrender  a  license  already  taken  out ;  and  in  either  case, 
he  was  not  an  innkeeper.  The  taking  out  of  a  license  was  the 
single  fact  which  determined  his  character,  and  lixed  his  lia- 
bilities and  duties.  If  the  refusal  to  take  out  a  license,  or  the 
surrender  of  a  license  already  taken  out,  does  not  relieve  him  of 
the  common-law  liability  of  an  innkeeper  for  the  goods  of  his 
guest,  neither  does  it  relieve  him  of  the  common-law  duty  of 
receiving  as  guests  all  persons  who  mav  apply. — Rex  v.  Ivens, 
7  Car.  &  P.  213 ;  Story  on  Bailments,"!  476,  7th  edition. 

3.  The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence  must  compel  a 
reversal.  The  statement  of  the  M'itness  as  to  the  appearance  of 
George  Richardson,  while  on  trial  charged  with  the  larceny, 
was  tlie  mere  expression  of  an  opinion,  and  was  not  legal  evi- 
dence.— Johnson  v.  The  State,  17  Ala.  618;  Donnell  v.  Jones, 
13  Ala.  49(1  If  he  had  been  on  trial  for  the  offense,  the  evi- 
dence could  only  have  been  urged  against  him  as  an  implied  ad- 
mission, and  would  not  have  been  competent  for  that  purpose; 
and  even  an  express  admission  by  him,  or  confession,  would  not 
have  been  admissible  as  evidence  against  his  employer. — Maples 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  63  Ala.  601 ;  Henry  v.  Northern  Banh,  63 
Ala.  527;  Bymun  v.  So.  Pamp  Co.,  63  Ala.  462;  80  Penn. 
St.  107. 

J.  W.  Posey,  pi'o  se,  with  Stall  worth  &  Burnett,  and  Jno. 
Gamble,  contra. — (1.)  Under  the  facts  proved,  the  defendant 
was  the  keeper  of  a  public  inn  or  hotel,  and  the  plaintiff  was  a 
guest  at  his  house  when  the  loss  occurred. — Story  on  Bailments, 
.§§  475,  477,  479,  468,  485 ;  4  AVait's  Actions  &  Defenses,  pp. 
1-2,  ^§  1,  2;  Wharton's  Law.  N"egl.  §§  679,683;  2  Kent's  Com. 
770-2,  Sth  ed.  (2.)  If  the  defendant  was  the  keeper  of  a  public 
inn  or  hotel,  his  failure  to  take  out  a  revenue  license  was  a  mis- 
demeanor, for  which  he  might  have  been  prosecuted  criminally, 
but  did  not  relieve  him  from  the  civil  duties  and  res])onsibili- 
ties  which  the  law  attached  to  his  position.  To  allow  it  to  have 
this  effect,  would  be  to  allow  him  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong.  (3.)  The  defendant's  abortive  attempt  to  shield  him- 
self from  liability,  by  showing  that  he  had  provided  an  iron 
safe  for  the  safe  custody  of  valuables,  and  had  given  public 
notice  thereof  to  his  guests,  must  fail  on  the  proof ;  1st,  be- 
cause it  was  not  shown  that  plaintiff  had  actual  notice  thereof, 
and  the  facts  necessaiy  to  charge  him  with  constructive  notice 
were  not  proved  ;  2d,  because  the  statute  applies  only  to  cities, 
and  there  was  no  attempt  to  show  that  Evergreen  is  a  city. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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(4.)  Evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  money  was  stolen  bv 
one  of  the  defendant's  servants  at  the  hotel,  was  relevant  and 
admissible  for  the  plaintiff ;  and  any  evidence  which  would  be 
competent  as  against  the  servant  himself,  when  charged  with 
the  larceny,  ou^ht  also  to  be  admissible  against  his  employer, 
when  sued  civilly  for  the  same  wrong.  (5.)  The  evidence  ol)- 
jected  to  was  not  the  mere  statement  of  an  oj)inion  by  the  wit- 
ness, but  was  a  matter  of  fact  open  to  observation,  to  which  a 
witness  is  allowed  to  testifv. — 63  Ala.  275 ;  57  Ala.  566 ;  50  Ala. 
107 ;  49  Ala.  4 ;  38  Ala.  703 ;  37  Ala.  288 ;  58  Ala.  395  ;  1 1  Ala. 
737.  (6.)  The  exception  to  the  charges  given  was  only  a  gen- 
eral exception,  and  can  not  prevail  if  any  one  of  the  charges  is 
correct. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  proposition  involved  in  the  first 
special  plea,  to  which  a  demurrer  was  sustained,  and  in  the 
charge  requested  and  refused,  to  the  refusal  of  which  an  excep- 
tion was  reserved,  is,  that  as  the  defendant  was  not  a  licensed 
keeper  of  an  inn  or  hotel,  though  he  may  have  kept  a  house  of 
public  entertainment,  he  was  absolved  from  tiie  common-law 
liability  for  the  goods  of  his  guests  lost  infra  lumpitium.  This, 
it  is  insisted,  is  the  result  of  the  statutory  regulations  of  inns, 
hotels,  and  boarding  houses,  embodied  in  the  Code. — Code  of 
1876,  g§  522-25. 

These  sections  form  part  of  the  general  revenue  laws  of  the 
State ;  the  first  requiring  every  keeper  of  an  inn  or  hotel  to 
take  out  a  license  annually,  to  be  issued  by  the  judge  of  pro- 
bate, the  sum  to  be  paid  for  such  license  being  graduated  ac- 
cording to  the  population  of  the  town  in  which  the  inn  or  hotel 
may  l)e  situate.  It  is  declared,  ''the  liabilities  of  the  keepers 
of  such  inns,  or  hotels,  and  of  persons  who  are  guests  therein, 
shall  be  such  as  are  fixed  by  the  laws  of  the  land,  in  the  absence 
of  a  sj)ecial  contract  regulating  the  same,  made  between  the 
parties  tiiereto."  The  next  section  authorizes  the  surrender  of 
licenses  taken  for  the  keeping  of  an  inn  or  hotel,  and  declares 
that  only  such  persons  as  are  reijuired  to  take  out  license,  "  shall 
be  considered  as  inn-keepers  or  hotel-keepers."  The  next  sec- 
tion authorizes  the  keeping  in  any  town,  city,  or  village,  of  a 
house  or  place  for  the  entertainment  of  travellers,  lodgers, 
transient  persons,  or  quests,  imposing  a  tax  on  the  net  income 
derived  therefrom..  The  last  section  provides,  that  no  person 
shall  have  the  right  to  demand  board,  lodging,  or  entertainment, 
from  the  keeper  of  any  unlicensed  house  of  entertainment, 
otherwise  than  by  special  contract ;  and  the  parties  to  such  con- 
tract shall  i)e  bound  by  the  stipulations  thereof  lawfully  made, 
and  not  otherwise.  In  the  al)sence  of  such  special  contract, 
evidenced  l)y  a  memorandum  in  print  or  in  writing,  to  be  fur- 
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nished  to  such  guest,  boarder,  or  lodger,  by  the  keeper  or  mana- 
ger of  such  house,  compensation  is  not  allowed  him. 

The  obvious  purpose  of  these  statutory  regulations,  so  far  as 
not  devoted  to  the  derivation  of  revenue,  is  to  authorize  the 
keeper  of  a  house  of  entertainment,  not  licensed,  to  contract 
specially  with  the  guests  or  boarders  he  may  receive  and  enter- 
tain, and  when  such  special  contract  is  made  and  evidenced  in 
conformity  to  the  statute,  that  it  shall  become  the  measure  of 
the  right,  liability  and  duty  of  each  party.  By  the  common 
law,  an  imperative  duty  of  an  inn-keeper  was,  to  receive  and  en- 
tertain, for  a  reasonable  compensation,  all  persons  applying,  not 
of  disorderly  conduct,  and  having  the  means  of  payment.  There 
was  as  little  discretion  left  him  in  the  choice  of  his  guests,  as 
there  was  to  the  common  carrier  in  the  selection  of  the  persons 
for  whom  he  would  perform  his  duties.  Each  is  engaged  in 
public  employment,  bound,  in  the  absence  of  reasonable  grounds 
for  refusal,  to  serve  all  having  a  necessity  for  their  services. 
The  purpose  of  the  statute  is,  to  confer  on  the  keeper  of  the 
unlicensed  house  of  public  entertainment  the  liberty  of  receiv- 
ing only  such  guests  or  boarders  as  may  enter  into  a  special  con- 
tract with  him.  But,  if  the  keeper  of  such  house  does  not  en- 
ter into  a  special  contract  with  the  guest,  furnishing  him  a 
memorandum  thereof  in  print  or  in  writing,  limiting  his  lia- 
bility, the  common  law  intervenes,  and  from  that  the  measure 
of  his  liability  must  be  ascertained. 

All  statutes  are  construed  in  reference  to  the  principles  of 
the  common  law ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  there  is  an 
intention  to  modify,  or  to  abrogate  it,  further  than  may  be  ex- 
pressed, or  than  the  case  may  absolutely  require. — 1  Kent,  464. 
The  keeper  of  a  house  of  entertainment,  holding  himself  out  to 
the  world  as  the  keeper  of  a  public  inn,  in  that  capacity  inviting 
public  patronage,  trust  and  confidence,  not  exacting,  as  he  may, 
a  special  contract  from  his  guests  or  boarders,  can  not  be  heard 
to  say  that  his  professions  were  false — that  he  was  unlicensed, 
and  not  in  fact  an  inn-keeper,  bound  to  his  duties,  and  answer- 
able to  his  liabilities.  The  principles  regulating  the  rights, 
duties  and  liabilities  of  an  inn-keeper  and  guest  have  their  origin 
and  foundation  in  considerations  of  public  policy,  and  are  de- 
signed entirely  for  the  protection  and  security  of  travellers  and 
the  transient  public,  who  are  compelled  to  intrust  their  prop- 
erty to  the  keeper  of  inns  and  hotels.  The  purposes  of  the 
statute  are  satisfied,  when  the  keeper  of  an  unlicensed  house  of 
entertainment  is  allowed  large  liberty  in  the  making  of  a  special 
contract  with  the  guest  or  boarder.  If  he  does  not  choose  to  ex- 
ercise the  liberty — if  without  a  special  contract  he  receives  and 
entertains  the  guest — he  can  not  devolve  upon  the  latter  the 
duty  of  inquiry  w^hether  he  is  licensed  or  unlicensed,  and  claim 
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the  absolution  from  liability  the  statute  intends  to  secure  only 
when  it  is  stipnlated  for  in  a  special  contract.  There  was  no 
error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  iirst  special  plea,  and  in 
the  refusal  of  the  charge  requested. 

The  keeper  of  a  public  inn  or  hotel  in  a  city,  complying  with 
the  requirenientsof  tlie  statute  (Code  of  1876,  §§  1549--51),  may 
relieve  himself  from  liability  for  the  loss  of  money,  jewelry, 
watches,  &c.,  within  the  inn  or  hotel,  not  occurring  through 
his  fraud,  or  the  fraud  of  some  clerk  or  servant  employed  by 
him.  The  statute  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  inn-keeper,  intended 
to  afford  him  the  opportunity  of  protecting  himself  from  losses 
to  which  his  fraud,  or  that  of  his  servants,  does  not  contribute. 
To  the  benefit  he  is  not  entitled,  unless  he  gives  notice  to  the 
guest  that  a  safe  depository  for  his  money  or  other  valuables 
16  provided.  The  mere  posting  of  notice  on  a  single  door  of 
the  hotel,  however  public  it  may  be,  is  not  a  compliance  with 
the  statute,  and  will  not  justify  the  inference  of  notice  to  the 
guest.  The  application  of  the  statute,  under  any  state  of  facts, 
to  this  case,  is  not  aj)parent.  By  its  terms,  the  statute  is  limited 
to  the  keepers  of  inns  or  liotels  in  a  city,  and  can  not  be  extended 
to  towns  or  villages,  or  to  iims  or  hotels  situate  in  the  country. 
It  is  not  shown  that  Evergreen  is  a  city,  and  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  of  that  fact,  the  charge  of  the  court  upon  this  point  is 
al)stract. 

The  true  relation  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  of  a  guest,  and  not 
that  of  a  boarder.  He  was  the  resident  of  another  town,  visit- 
ing Evergreen  for  the  mere  temporary  purposes  of  his  business. 
There  may  be,  sometimes,  much  of  ditliculty  in  determining 
whether  the  relationsliip  of  guest  exists.  But,  when  the  char- 
acter of  traveller,  of  mere  transient  or  temporary  visitor,  exists, 
and  is  retained,  the  rehition  of  guest  and  inn-keeper  exists. 
4  Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses,  2  ;  Story  on  Bailments,  §  477  ; 
BerksJdre  Woolen  Co.  v.  P/rK'ior,  7  Cush.  417.  Tiie  simple 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  contracted  for  board  and  lodging  at  a  less 
price  than  the  defendant  usually  charged,  does  not  change  the 
fact  that  he  was  a  mere  traveller,  or  temporary,  transient  visitor. 
The  inn-keeper,  like  a  common  carrier,  ma}*  contract  to  serve 
one  person  for  a  less  sum  than  he  usually  serves  others,  but  the 
relation  or  liability  he  bears  is  not  thereby  changed.  In  Berk- 
shire  Woolen  Co.  v.  Proctor.,  supra.,  the  court  said :  *'  The 
simple  fact  that  Russell  made  an  agreement  .is  to  the  price  to 
l)e  paid  bv  him  by  the  week,  would  not,  upon  any  principle  of 
law  or  reason,  take  away  his  character  as  a  traveller  and  guest. 
A  guest  for  a  single  night  might  make  a  special  contract  as  to 
the  price  to  be  paid  for  his  lodging  and  whether  it  were  more 
or  less  than  the  usual  price,  it  would  not  affect  his  character  as 
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^uest.  The  character  of  gnest  does  not  depend  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  any  particular  price,  but  upon  other  facts." 

In  the  admission  of  evidence  of  the  conduct,  demeanor,  or  ap- 
pearance of  the  servant,  George  Richardson,  subsequent  to  the 
loss  of  the  money,  while  on  trial  charged  with  its  larceny,  the 
Circuit  Court  erred.  If  then  his  conduct,  demeanor  or  ap- 
pearance, was  indicative  of  guilt,  the  fact  would  have  been  com- 
petent evidence  against  him,  as  would  have  been  his  confession 
then  made.  But  by  his  acts,  or  declarations,  subsequent  to  the 
loss  of  the  money,  his  employer  could  not  be  affected. — Eldox 
V.  Hill,  98  U.  S.  218. 

There  was  no  error  in  admitting  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  he  knew  and  recognized  the  walk  of  the  servant,  Richard- 
son, in  the  hall,  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  discovery  of  the  loss 
of  the  money.  The  point  of  objection  is,  that  it  was  mere  mat- 
ter of  opinion.  So  far  as  that  may  be  true,  it  is  of  opinion 
formed  from  observation,  dependent  for  his  value  upon  the  op- 
portunities of  observation,  and,  like  the  recognition  of  the 
human  voice,  incapable  of  higher  evidence. 

We  have  passed  upon  all  the  assignments  of  error  which  have 
been  argued  by  counsel ;  and  for  the  error  pointed  out,  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


McCarthy  v.  ^Xicrosi. 

Action  for  Damages  for  Obstruction  of  Private  Sewer. 

1.  Easement  in  private  sewer. — A  written  contract  between  the  owners 
of  two  adjacent  lots,  by  which  it  is  stipulated  that  a  sewer  shall  be  con- 
structed, at  their  joint  expense,  through  the  lower  lot,  for  the  drainage 
of  water  from  the  upper,  operates  in  the  nature  of  a  grant,  and  passes  to 
the  owner  of  tlie  upper  lot,  when  the  sewer  has  V)een  constructed,  a  pri- 
vate easement  in  the  lower,  or  an  incorporeal  interest  in  the  soil  over 
which  the  sewer  runs. 

2.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title;  unrecorded  deed. — The  open,  noto- 
rious, and  exclusive  ])ossession  of  land  by  a  purchaser,  claiming  the  land 
as  his  own,  though  holding  under  an  unrecorded  deed,  is  constructive 
notice  of  his  title,  whether  it  be  legal  or  equitable ;  but,  if  the  purchaser 
and  his  vendor  are  l)Oth  in  possession  when  the  deed  is  executed,  and 
there  is  no  change  in  the  ])OSsession  after  its  execution,  a  third  person 
would  not  be  charged  witii  constructive  notice  of  the  deed,  and  would  be 
entitled  to  protection  against  it. 

3.  Contracts  of  infant;  disaffirmance  of . — To  avoid  a  deed,  or  other 
executed  agreement,  entered  into  during  his  minority,  an  infant  is  not 
required  to  do  any  act  during  the  continuance  of  his  minority  :  any  void- 
able executed  contract  may  be  disaffirmed  by  liim,  if  it  relates  to  per- 
sonal property,  either  before  or  after  reaching  his  majority  ;  but  he  can 
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not  concliiE>ively  avoid  a  deed  or  sale  of  lands  until  after  he  bag  attained 
his  majority. 

4.  Sanw. — Such  voidable  contract  may  be  attinned,  by  unetiuivocally 
recognizinj?  its  continued  existence  ana  bindinjr  force ;  and  it  may  be 
disowned  by  Honie  distinct  and  positive  act,  Icaviiiff  no  rcKtni  for  doubt  a» 
to  the  intention — such  as  notice,  suit,  entry,  plea,  or  other  act  of  un- 
mistakable intention.  In  case  of  an  execute*!  conveyance  of  real  es- 
tate, or  any  interest  therein,  mere  acquiescence  will  not  operate  as  a 
ratification,  unless  continued  until  the  statute  of  limitations  has  effected 
a  bar;  a  fortiori,  when  he  has  in  the  meantime  parted  with  the  title. 

5.  Same. — If  an  infant  creates  by  writing  a  private  easement  in  his 
land,  and  afterwards  conveys  the  land  by  absolute  <leed  to  another,  and 
ratifies  the  deed  after  attaining  his  majority,  his  subsetjuent  ratification 
of  the  contract  creating  the  easement  is  inoperative  as  against  the  grantee 
in  the  deed. 

6.  Revocatiou  of  easement. — A  sewer  having  been  constructed  through 
defendant's  lot,  at  the  joint  expense  of  himself  and  plaintifT  (who  owned 
the  adjoining  upper  lot),  under  a  written  agreement  entered  into  while 
defendant  was  an  infant,  liis  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  on  attaining 
his  majority  would  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  easement  created  by 
it;  and  plaintiff's  continued  use  i>f  the  sewer,  after  such  disaffirmance 
and  revocation,  would  be  a  nuisance,  which  defendant  might  abate  by 
obstructing  the  sewer. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Minnis. 

GuNTER  &  Blakey,  for  appellants. 

R.  M.  Williamson,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  present  case  is  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, brought  by  the  appellee,  Nicrosi,  against  one  McCarthy 
and  others,  for  obstructing  a  sewer  running  through  defendants' 
premises,  in  such  manner  as  to  cause  the  rain  water  to  tiow  back 
on  plaintiff's  premises,  thereby  resulting  in  certain  damages 
which  are  specially  averred  in  the  complaint.  The  only  items 
of  actual  damage  proved  were — 1st,  the  cost  of  constructing 
another  sewer,  for  the  future  drainage  of  plaintiff's  lot;  2d,  the 
expense  incurred  in  building  the  sewer  obstructed,  which  w^as 
built,  or  repaired,  under  license  from  the  defendant,  McCarthy. 

The  plaintiff's  right  to  this  sewer  is  derived  from  a  written 
contract  in  the  nature  of  a  grant  from  McCarthy  to  himself, 
made  in  November,  187(>,  by  which  it  was  stipulated,  that  the 
sewer  should  be  constructed  at  t\\^  joint  expeiitue  of  the  parties; 
and  this  was  done  in  the  fall  of  the  following  vear,  at  a  cost  of 
about  thirty-live  dollars.  Nicrosi  was,  under  the  provisions  of 
this  agreement,  to  have  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  sewer  as  a 
conduit  for  the  tlow  of  water  by  natural  drainage  from  his  prem- 
ises. It  is  obvious  that  he  thus  acquired  more  than  a  mere 
license.  It  was  a  private  easement,  or  incorporeal  interest  in 
the  soil  itself. — Walker's  Amer.  Law,  5th  ed.,  286. 
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There  is  some  coutroversy  about  the  title  to  the  lot  through 
which  this  sewer  was  permitted  to  run.  It  was  in  the  joint 
possession  of  the  defendants,  McCarthy,  Mrs.  Parker,  and  her 
husband.  In  August,  1876,  it  was  purchased  from  one  Sayre; 
Mrs.  Parker  paying  the  purchase-money,  and  the  legal  title  be- 
ing conveyed  to  McCarthy ;  the  latter  claiming  it  by  various 
open  acts  of  ownership.  In  October,  1876,  it  was  conveyed  by 
McCarthy  to  Mrs.  Parker.  This  deed  of  conveyance  was  not 
7'ecorded^  nor  did  the  plaintiff  have  actual  notice  of  its  exist- 
ence. 

The  principle  may  be  taken  as  admitted,  that  the  open,  noto- 
rious and  exclusiv'e  possession  of  real  estate  by  a  vendee,  hold- 
ing under  an  unrecorded  deed,  and  claiming  the  land  as  his  own, 
is  constructive  notice  of  the  vendee's  title,  whether  it  be  legal 
or  equitable  in  its  nature. — Wade  on  Notice,  §  273 ;  Ludlov)  v. 
Gill,  1  Amer.  Dec.  694,  note;  R^ipert  v.  Mark,  15  111.  540; 
B^irt  V.  Cassety,  12  Ala.  734 ;  Savjyers  v.  Baker,  66  Ala.  292 ; 
Hendricks  v.  Kelly,  64  Ala.  388  ;  Brunson  and  Wife  v.  Brooks, 
6S  Ala.  248.  Where  the  jiossession  of  the  vendor  and  vendee, 
however,  is  joint  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  conveyance,  and 
its  ambiguity  is  not  relieved  by  the  vendor's  subsequently  va- 
cating his  occupancy,  we  apprehend  that  the  reason  of  the  fore- 
going principle  would  not  apply.  This  joint  possession  would 
not  operate  as  constructive  notice  of  an  unregistered  deed,  be- 
cause there  would  be  no  visible  act  which  is  calculated  to  put 
strangers  on  inquiry  as  to  the  changed  attitude  or  status  of  the 
title,  created  by  a  secret  conveyance  from  the  vendor  to  the 
vendee.— Smith  v.  Yule,  31  Cal.  180 ;  Wade  on  Notice,  §§  302, 
303 ;  3  Wait's  Act.  and '  Def .  450,  451.  This  principle  is  re- 
garded as  a  just  exception  to  the  general  rule,  invoked  by  ap- 
pellants' counsel,  that  when  several  persons  are  in  possession  of 
property,  and  one  of  them  has  the  legal  title,  the  possession  is 
presumptively  his  in  whom  the  legal  title  is  vested. — 3  Wash, 
on  Real  Estate,  117.  Nor  does  it  contravene  the  rule,  that  the 
possession  of  the  tenant  may  be  regarded  as  notice  of  his  land- 
lord's title  (Wade  on  Notice,  §  286),  or  that  the  possession  by 
the  husbaTid,  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  may  be  referred 
to  his  representative  capacity  as  her  trustee. — Brungon  and 
Wife  V.  Brooks,  68  Ala.  248.  To  o]:)erate  as  notice  of  an  un- 
registered deed,  however,  the  possession  of  the  vendee  must  be 
exclusive,  so  far,  at  least,  as  concerns  the  vendor. — Wade  on  No- 
tice, §  290. 

The  plaintiff,  being  the  purchaser  of  the  easement  in  ques- 
tion for  value,  would,  under  the  influence  of  the  principle  above 
announced,  be  protected  against  the  unrecorded  deed  from  Mc- 
Carthy to  Mrs.  Parker,  both  of  whom  were  jointly  in  occupa- 
tion of  the  lot  through  which  the  sewer  was  constructed. 
Vol.  i.xxii. 
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Wade  on  Notice,  §226;  Nolen  v.  Gicyn,  16  Ala.  725;  Prestov 
<&  Stetson  V.  McMillan,  58  Ala.  84;   Code,  §§  22()(»,  2201. 

The  question  of  controlling  influence  here,  in  our  judornient, 
arises  from  the  fact  of  McCarthy's  infancy.  At  the  time  of 
his  contract  with  the  plaintiff — in  November,  1876 — he  was 
imder  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  and  the  hill  of  exceptions 
shows  that  he  elected  to  disaffirm  the  contract  prior  to  the  time 
when  the  present  cause  of  action  accrued,  which  was  in  August 
of  the  year  1879.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  principle, 
that,  in  order  to  enable  an  infant  to  ftvoid  a  deed,  or  other  exe- 
cuted agreement,  no  act  on  his  part  during  the  period  of  his 
infancy  is  necessary. — Phillips  v.  Green^  13  Amer.  Dec.  124. 
And  the  authorities  are  ecpially  uniform  in  holding,  tliat,  after 
reaching  his  ma]orit\%  he  can  elect  to  confirm  or  disaftirm  any 
voidable  executed  contract  entered  into  by  him  while  in  a  state 
of  minority. — 2  Kent's  Com.  235-6 ;  Overhnch  v.  Ifeermance., 
14  Amer.  Dec.  546.  It  seems,  too,  to  be  the  better  doctrine, 
that  this  disaffirmance,  or  avoidance,  may  as  well  be  effected 
hefore,  as  after  majority,  at  least  so  far  as  concerns  jiersonal 
property. — Bishop  on  Contracts.  JJ  276 ;  7  Wait's  Act.  tS:  Def. 
142-3.  "As  to  the  time  of  an  infant's  disaffirmance  of  his  con- 
tract, it  may  be  said  in  general,"  says  Mr.  Parsons,  ''  that  he 
can  not  avoid  a  sale  of  lands,  conclusively,  until  of  full  age, 
altliuugh  he  may  enter  while  under  age,  and  take  and  hqld  the 
profits." — 1  Parsons  on  Contr.  322. 

The  usual  rule  is,  that  any  such  contract  may  be  affirmed  by 
une<iuivocally  recognizing  its  continued  existence  and  l)inding 
force.  So,  it  may  be  disavowed  by  some  distin^  and  j^o^itive 
act,  leaving  no  room  for  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  party. 
Bishop  on  Contracts,  §  276.  This  may  l)e  effected  by  notice  of 
disaffirmance,  by  suit,  pleas,  or  entry  upon  real  estate,  or  other 
nnmistakahle  act  of  dissent,  orofconfrmation,  as  the  case  may 
be.— 2  Kent's  Com.  237-8  ;  1  Par.  ^ontr.  322. 

In  the  case  of  an  executed  conveyance  of  real  estate,  or  any 
interest  in  it,  mere  acquiescence  will  not  operate  as  a  ratifica- 
tion. There  must  b'some  positive  and  unequivocal  act  per- 
formed for  the  purpose,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  subse- 
quent right  to  repudiate  it,  unless  the  sale  and  conveyance  have 
been  acquiesced  in  for  a  leng'th  of  time  sufficient  to  perfect  a 
bar  under  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations. — Eureka 
Co.  V.  Edwards,  71  Ala.  248.  "  The  reason  is,  that  by  his  si- 
lent acquiescence  he  [the  infant]  occasions  no  injury  to  other 
]>ersons,  and  secures  no  benefit,  or  new  rights,  to  himself." — 2 
Greenl.  Ev.  jj  367,  note  1;  Jackson  v.  Carpenter,  11  John.  539; 
Tucker  v.  Morehead,  10  Pet.  58 ;  1  Parsons  on  Contr.  325. 

The  mere  acquiescence  of  McCarthy  in  suffering  the  water 
to  continue  flowing  through  the  sewer  after  he  attained  his  ma- 
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jority,  wliich  was  in  July,  1877,  would  not  be  such  a  positive 
act  as  that  we  could  construe  it  into  a  ratification,  even  had  he 
continued  to  be  the  owner  of  the  premises.  Abortion  is  this 
true,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  he  had  parted  with  the  title  by 
the  deed  to  Mrs.  Parker,  executed  in  October,  1876.  And  if 
he  first  ratified  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Parker  after  attaining  legal 
majority,  a  subsequent  ratification  of  his  contract  of  grant  to 
the  plaintiff  would  be  unavailing  for  any  purpose. — Derrick  v. 
Kennedy.  4  Port.  41  (s.  c,  4  Sniith's  Cond.  Rep.  137). 

The  ruling  of  the  City  Court  was  in  conflict  with  these  views, 
and,  therefore,  erroneous. 

The  evidence  shows  that  McCarthy  elected  to  disaflfirm  his 
contract  soon  after  attaining  his  majority.  This  operated  to 
revoke  the  easement  conferred  by  it,  and  after  such  revocation 
the  plaintiff  no  longer  possessed  the  right  of  drainage  through 
the  sewer.  His  continued  use  of  it  for  this  purpose  would  be 
a  nuisance,  which  the  defendants  would  have  a  right  to  abate 
by  obstructions,  or  in  any  other  reasonable  way  not  unnecessa- 
rily injurious  to  the  plaintiff. — 2  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  466,  467. 

These  views  render  it  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  as- 
signments of  error.  In  the  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evi- 
dence we  see  no  error.  These  we  do  not  consider  at  length,  as 
they  involve  but  the  simplest  of  fundamental  principles. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Hurst  &  McTThorter  v.  Bell  &  Co, 

Special  Action  on  the  Case  for  Damages. 

1.  ^yh.en  appeal  Hex  from  nonHuit. — An  appeal  is  given  by  statute  from 
a  judgment  of  nonsuit,  when  taken  on  account  of  the  adverse  rulings  of 
the  court  on  ({uestions  arising  during  the  trial  which  do  not  appear  of  re- 
cord, and  which  must  be  reserved  by  bill  of  exceptions  (Code,  §  3112) ; 
but  the  statute  does  not  apply  to  rulings  on  the  pleadings,  which  are  a 
part  of  the  record  proper. 

2.  Conflict  between  judgment-entry  and  bill  of  exceptions. — When  there 
is  a  conflict  betvveen  the  judgment-entry  and  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as 
to  matters  of  which  the  latter  should'  properly  speak,  its  recitals  must 
control  those  of  the  judgment-entry. 

3.  When  action  on  the  cafte  lies. — The  principle  is  settled  by  repeated 
decisions,  that  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  the  conversion,  or  illegal 
disposition  of  personal  property,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  had  a  mere 
lien,  or  equitable  mortgage,  on  which  he  could  not  maintain  an  action  of 
trover,  trespass,  or  detinue. 

4.  Mortgage  or  aHsignment  of  unplnnted  crops. — At  common  law,  un- 
planted  crops,  or  other  things  not  having  an  existence,  actual  or  poten- 
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tial,  were  not  the  subject  of  sale,  assignment,  or  mortgage;  but,  in  a 
court  of  efiuitv,  such  sale,  assignment  or  mortgage  creates  an  e<juitable 
interest,  which  attaches  to  the  property  when  it  conies  into  existence, 
or  is  acquired,  and  which  the  court  will  enforce  and  protect  against  all 
other  persons  than  hunn  fide  purchasers  without  notice ;  and  for  tlie  con- 
version, or  illegal  disposition  of  the  property,  with  notice  of  the  lien,  an 
action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lowndes. 

Tried  before  the  lion.  John  Moore. 

This  action  was  brout^ht  by  the  appellants,  suing  as  partners, 
against  the  appellees  as  partners,  doing  business  under  the  tirm 
name  of  N.  J.  Bell  <k  Co.;  and  was  commenced  on  the  19th 
May,  1882.  The  complaint  contained  the  common  count  for 
money  had  and  received,  and  a  special  count  in  these  words: 
"  Plaintiffs  claim  of  defendants  the  further  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred dollars,  for  this:  that  on  the  Ist  November,  1881,  plain- 
tiffs held  and  owned  a  promissory  note  executed  to  them  by 
Green  Cook  and  Willis  Price,  on  the  17th  November,  1880, 
and  due  October  1st,  1881,  on  which  there  was  due  on  the  1st 
November,  1881,  after  allowing  all  proper  credits,  the  sum  (to- 
wit)  of  two  hundred  dollars ;  to  secure  which  said  sum  so  due 
on  said  note,  plaintiffs  held  a  conveyance,  commonly  called  a 
mortgage,  on  certain  personal  property  therein  named,  and  also 
on  the  crop  of  cotton  and  corn  which  said  Cook  and  Price 
might  raise  during  the  year  1881  on  the  plantation  known  as 
the  '  Gilchrist  place,'  which  was  at  that  time  held  and  occupied 
by  said  Cook  under  a  lease  for  the  year  1881.  And  plaintiffs 
aver  that  said  mortgage  was  duly  probated  and  recorded,  in  the 
probate  office  of  Lowndes  county,  Alabama,  on  the  14th  Janu- 
ary, 1881 ;  and  that  said  defendants,  having  full  notice  and 
knowledge  of  plaintiffs'  right  to,  and  lien  oti  said  crop  of  cot- 
ton and  corn,  so  raised  by  said  Cook  and  Price  on  said  place 
in  1881,  by  virtue  of  said  mortgage,  did,  to-wit,  on  said  1st 
day  of  November,  1881,  receive  from  said  Cook,  of  said  crop, 
to-wit,  eighteen  bales  of  cotton,  and  nine  hundred  bushels  of 
corn,  worth  (to-wit)  fifteen  hundred  dollars;  which  said  cotton 
and  corn,  plaintiffs  aver,  was  sold  by  said  defendants  for  a  large 
sum,  to-wit,  fifteen  hundred  dollars;  which  said  sum,  plaintiffs 
aver,  was  received  therefor  by  said  defendants.  And  plaintiffs 
aver  that  said  defendants  received  said  moneys,  well  knowing 
plaintiffs'  right  thereto  under  said  mortgage,  and  failed  and  re- 
fused, and  still  fail  and  refuse,  though  often  requested  so  to  do, 
to  pay  the  same  to  said  plaintiffs,  with  interest  thereon," 

The  judgment-entry  is  in  these  words :  "  Came  the  parties," 

«fec.;  ''and  the  defendants'  demurrer  to  the  second  count  in  the 

complaint  is  overruled,  and  their  demurrer  to  the  complaint 

because  of  a  misjoinder  of  counts  is  sustained ;  and  the  plain- 
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tiffs  amend  their  complaint,  by  striking  out  the  first  count. 
Thereupon,  hy  leave  of  the  court,  plaintiffs  take  a  non-suit, 
with  leave  to  take  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  move  to  have  the 
same  set  aside  in  the  Supreme  Court.  It  is  therefore  consid- 
ered by  the  court,  that  the  defendants  go  hence  without  a  day, 
and  recover  of  the  plaintiffs  the  costs  by  them  expended ;  for 
which  let  execution  issue,"  tfec. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  that  "  the  cause  came  on  to  be 
tried,  on  issue  joined  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  thereupon 
the  following  proceedings  were  had :  The  plaintiffs  introduced 
in  evidence,  with  proof  of  its  execution,  a  mortgage  executed 
to  them  by  Green  Cook  and  Willis  Price,  on  the  17th  jSTovem- 
ber,  1S80,  conveying  to  said  plaintiffs  all  crops  of  cotton  and 
corn  to  be  raised  and  grown  by  said  Cook  and  Price,  during 
the  year  1881,  on  a  plantation  in  said  county  of  Lowndes 
known  as  the  Gilchrist  place ;  and  proved  that  said  mortgage 
was  deposited  for  registration,  in  the  ofhce  of  the  probate  judge 
of  said  county,  on  the  1st  January,  1881,  and  was  recorded  in 
said  office  on  the  14th  January,  1881.  The  evidence  tended 
to  show,  also,  that  said  Green  Cook  had  been  in  possession  of 
said  Gilchrist  plantation,  without  cessation,  for  fourteen  years, 
until  this  time ;  that  such  possession  commenced  in  1868,  under 
a  lease  for  one  year ;  that  he  rented  said  lands,  in  Jaimary  of 
each  succeeding  vear,  for  said  several  years ;  that  he  had  never 
ceased  to  cultivate  said  lands  during  said  period  of  fourteen 
years ;  that  he  would  speak  to  the  landlord,  before  January  of 
each  year,  about  his  continuing  on  the  land  for  the  current  (?)  " 
year,  but  made  no  contract  for  the  rent  until  after  the  1st  Jan- 
uary of  each  year ;  and  that  the  contract  for  the  rent  of  the 
year  1881  was  made  in  February  of  that  year.  The  evidence 
tended  to  show,  also,  that  said  Cook  raised  on  said  land,  during, 
the  year  1881,  a  crop  of  cotton  and  corn ;  and  that,  after  pay- 
ing the  rent,  a  portion  of  said  cotton,  some  six  or  seven  bales, 
were  sold  and  delivered  to  said  defendants,  who  sold  the  same 
for  ten  cents  per  pound.  The  court  thereupon  charged  the 
jury,  that  if  Cook  did  not  own  the  land,  and  if  he  held  it  under 
a  renting  for  the  year  1880,  and  at  the  time  plaintiffs'  mort- 
gage was  executed  had  no  contract  of  rent  with  the  landlord 
•for  the  year  1881;  then  the  crops  which  said  Cook  contem- 
plated raising  on  said  land  in  1881,  and  which  were  then  im- 
planted, were  not  the  subject  of  sale  or  mortgage  in  November, 
1880."  The  plaintiffs  excepted  to  this  charge,  and  then  re- 
quested two  charges  in  writing,  which  asserted,  in  substance, 
that  on  the  facts  stated  Cook  "  had  such  an  interest  in  the  lands 
as  to  constitute  the  crops  grown  thereon  in  1881  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  a  mortgage."  The  court  refused  these  charges,  and  the 
plaintiffs  duly  excepted  to  their  refusal;  "and  thereupon,"  as 
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tlie  bill  of  exceptions  then  recites,  "the  plaintiffs  took  a  non- 
suit, with  leave  to  move  to  set  the  same  aside  in  the  Suj)reme 
Court." 

The  charge  given,  and  the  refusal  of  the  charges  asked,  are 
now  assigned  as  error. 

R.  M.  Williamson,  with  Cook  <fe  Enochs,  for  appellants. 

Watts  &  Sons,  contra.     (No  briefs  on  file.) 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — 1.  The  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  can 
not  be  sustained.  Originally,  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  would 
not  lie  from  a  judgment  founded  on  a  voluntary  nonsuit, 
though  the  plaintiff  elected  to  submit  to  it  in  consequence  of 
decisions  and  rulings  of  the  court  adverse  to  his  right  of  re- 
covery. The  statute  now  (Code  of  1876,  §  3112)  authorizes 
submission  to  a  nonsuit,  and  the  review  on  bill  of  exceptions 
of  the  ruling  or  decision  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  that  course, 
or  to  submission  to  a  final  judgment  barring  another  suit.  The 
construction  the  statute  has  received  is,  that  it  is  limited  to 
such  rulings  and  decisions  of  the  court  as  are  the  proper  matter 
•of  a  bill  ot  exceptions,  and  which,  without  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
can  not  properly  appear  of  record.  To  decisions  made  on  de- 
murrers to  pleadings,  which  necessarily  form  part  of  the  re- 
cord, the  statute  does  not  apply,  and  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from 
a  judgment  on  a  nonsuit  taken  in  consequence  of  such  decis- 
ions.— Palmer  v.  Bice,  28  Ala.  430;  PauUing  v.  Marshall, 
47  Ala.  270 ;  Darden  v.  James,  48  Ala.  33.  It  is  recited  in 
the  judgment-entry  in  this  case,  that  the  nonshit  was  taken  in 
consecpience  of  the  rulings  of  the  court  below  on  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint ;  and  if  the  recital  stood  alone,  or  if  the  con- 
trary was  not  otherwise  shown  clearly  by  the  record,  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  appeal  would  be  well  taken.  There  is, 
however,  a  bill  of  exceptions  taketi  to  instructions  to  the  jury 
given  and  refused  by  the  court  below,  which  is  concluded  with 
the  recital,  that,  after  the  giving  and  refusal  of  the  instructions, 
the  plaintiff  submitted  to  a  nonsuit,  with  leave  to  move  to  set 
aside  the  same  in  this  court.  If  the  recital  in  the  judgment- 
entry  were  taken  as  true  in  point  of  fact,  the  record  would 
present  the  anomaly  of  a  trial  l)efore  a  jury,  after  the  cause  was 
out  of  court  in  consequence  of  a  nonsuit  having  been  taken 
by  the  plaintiff ;  for,  of  course,  the  decision  upon  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  nmst  have  preceded  the  trial  before  the  jury. 
It  is  essential  that  the  record  should  affirmatively  show  that 
submission  to  the  nonsuit  was  in  consequence  of  the  adverse 
rulings  of  the  court;  that  it  was. not  the  mere  election  of  the 
plaintiff  to  forbear  the  further  prosecution  of   the  suit. — 1 


340  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Hurst  &  McWhorter  v.  Bell  &  Co.] 

Brick.  Dig.  88,  §  52.  The  case  is  one,  of  not  infrequent  oc- 
currence, where  there  is  a  conflict  between  the  judgment-entry 
and  the  bill  of  exceptions,  as  to  matters  of  which  tlie  bill  ought 
to  speak ;  and  in  such  cases,  the  rule  is  well  settled,  that  the 
recitals  of  the  bill  must  be  taken  as  true. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  252, 
§  139. 

3.  After  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  for  a  misjoinder  of 
counts,  was  sustained,  and  the  first  count  was  stricken  out,  a 
single  count  was  left,  upon  which  the  trial  was  had  before  the  , 
jury.  The  count  is  in  case,  for  the  conversion  by  the  defend- 
ants, by  sale,  of  cotton  on  which  the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  have 
an  equitable  mortgage,  of  which  the  defendants  had  notice. 
It  has  been  decided  repeatedly  in  this  court,  that  case  is  the 
appropriate  remedy  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of 
chattels,  upon  which  a  party  has  a  mere  lien,  or  an  equitable 
mortgage.  Not  having  the  legal  title,  upon  which  trover,  tres- 
pass, or  detinue  could  be  supported,  case  lies,  upon  the  general 
principle,  that  as  there  is  a  tortious  act,  from  which  damage 
results,  the  law  must  furnish  a  remedy ;  and  as  the  established 
forms  of  action  are  inappropriate,  case  will  be  maintained, 
rather  than  the  wrong  shall  go  unredressed. — Kelly  v.  McCaWy 
29  Ala.  231 ;  Htissey  v.  Peebles,  53  Ala.  432 ;  Lomax  v.  Le- 
Grand,  60  Ala.  537 ;  Bees  v.  Coats,  65  Ala.  256 ;  Grant  v. 
Steiner,  Ih.  499  ;  Elmore  v.  Simon,  67  Ala.  526. 

4.  The  mortgage  was  executed  in  November,  upon  a  crop  of 
corn  and  cotton  to  be  grown  the  succeeding  year  on  a  desig- 
nated plantation,  then  in  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  un- 
der a  lease  for  the  year,  and  which  he  contemplated  renting  the 
next  year,  but  h-ad  not  made  any  contract  therefor.  The  court 
instructed  the  jury,  that,  under  these  facts,  the  unplanted  crops 
were  not  the  subject  of  sale  or  mortgage.  It  is  true,  that  un- 
planted crops,  or  other  things  not  having  an  existence  actual 
or  potential,  but  tlie  future  acquisition  of  which  is  merely  ex- 
pected or  contemplated,  are  not  the  subject  of  sale,  assignment, 
or  mortgage,  according  to  the  common  law.  A  different  doc- 
trine, however,  prevails  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  sale,  or 
mortgage,  or  assignment,  does  not  pass  the  legal  title  to  such 
property,  unless,  after  it  comes  into  existence,  the  vendor  or 
mortgagor  shall  do  some  new  act  for  the  purpose  of  ratifying 
or  carrying  it  into  effect.  Nevertheless,  it  creates  an  equitable 
interest,  attaching  to  the  property  when  it  is  acquired,  or  when 
it  comes  into  existence,  that  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce  and 
protect  against  all  persons  other  than  honafide  purchasers  with- 
out notice. — Ahraham  v.  Carter,  53  Ala,  8 ;  J^ooker  v.  Jones, 
55  Ala.  266  ;  Stearns  v.  Gafford,  56  Ala.  544 ;  Thrash  v.  Ben- 
nett, 57  Ala.  156  ;  Grant  v.  Steiner,  65  Ala.  499.  Though  the 
mortgagor  had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage,  rented  the 
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lands  on  which  the  crops  were  to  be  grown,  and  the  renting, 
like  the  crops  which  were  to  be  grown,  rested  in  mere  expect- 
ancy; yet  by  the  mortgage,  which  was  founded  on  a  valuable 
consideration,  a  lien  or  charge  was  created,  which,  in  a  court  of 
equity,  and  upon  plain  principles  of  right  and  justice,  attached 
to  the  crops  as  they  came  into  existence,  when  the  lands  were 
rented  subsequently.  In  view  of  the  evidence,  so  far  as  it  is 
recited  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  instruction  is  erroneous. 
The  jury  could  have  accepted  it  in  no  other  sense  than  as  op- 
erating the  utter  invalidity  of  the  mortgage. 

This  error  compels  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and  the  set- 
ting aside  of  the  nonsuit ;  and  the  cause  will  Ije  remanded. 


Pearce  v.  Gamble  &  Boiling. 

£ill  in  Equity  hy  Receiver^  acting  under  Decretal  Order^  to 
enforce  against  Attorneys  Implied  Trust  in  favor  of  Clients. 

1.  PurchftKe  lnj  attorney,  at  Kale  under  exenition  in  favor  of  client. — An 
attorney,  having  recovered  a  judgment  for  his  client,  and  having  the  con- 
trol thereof,  can  not,  without  the  consent  of  his  client,  express  or  im- 
plied, become  the  purchaser  of  lands  at  a  sale  under  execution  issued 
thereon  ;  and  if  he  iloes  so  purchase,  he  becomes,  like  any  other  agent,  a 
trustee  for  his  client,  i^uch  a  trust  arises  by  operation  of  law,  and  con- 
tinues until  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  or  until  terminated  by  an  election  to 
ratify  the  purchase,  thereby  giving  it  validity. 

2.  Same;  irhen  receiver  may  enforce  such  itnplieil  trvKt. — A  receiver, 
appointed  by  the  Chancery  Court,  succeeding  to  all  the  riglits  and  reme- 
dies of  tlie  client,  and  authorized  to  sue,  may  tile  a  bill  to  enforce  this 
implied  trust  against  the  attorney;  and  the  onus  is  on  the  attorney  to 
show  that  the  right  has  lieen  lost  by  laches,  or  that  the  purchase  has  Ijeen 
ratified. 

AiM'KAL  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Butler. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Jxo.  A.  Ff)STKR. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  12th  July.  1882,  l)y 
Oeorge  A.  Pearce,  acting  as  receiver  under  a  decretal  order 
made  by  said  Chancery  Court,  against  John  Gamble  and  John 
Boiling,  attorneys  at  law  and  solicitors  in  chancery,  practicing 
as  partners ;  and  sou^iit  to  enforce  against  the  defendants  an 
alleged  trust  in  favor  of  Preston  «fc  Stetson,  in  a  tract  of  land 
which  had  been  sold  under  execution  in  their  favor  against  one 
John  W.  Wright,  and  which  was  bought  at  the  sale  by  said 
Gamble  A:  Boiling,  who  were  the  attorneys  of  record  of  said 
Preston  &  Stetson,  and  as  attorneys  had  control  of  the  judg- 
ment and  execution.     The  judgment  in  favor  of  Preston  6c 
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Stetson  was  rendered  on  the  16tli  June,  1876,  and  was  for 
$582.35;  and  the  sale  under  execution  was  made  in  February, 
1877,  the  price  bid  being  $40.  The  complainant  was  appointed 
receiver  in  a  suit  entitled  "  G.  B.  Preston  v.  A.  jS.  Stetson ;  '^ 
and  the  order  authorizing  him  to  file  the  bill,  which  was  made 
an  exhibit,  was  rendered  on  the  11th  July,  1882,  and  in  these 
words  :  "  This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  application 
of  the  receiver,  made  in  open  court,  to  file  a  bill  in  the  Chan- 
cery Court  of  Butler  county  against  Gamble  &  Boiling,  to  get 
a  decree  of  that  court  to  order  a  conveyance  by  them  of  certain 
lands  in  said  county,  alleged  to  be  held  by  them  in  trust  for 
said  Preston  &  Stetson  as  late  partners ;  and  on  consideration, 
said  application  is  granted.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed,  that  said  George  A.  Pearce,  as  receiver  of  this- 
court  in  this  cause,  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  file 
such  a  l)ill  in  his  own  name  as  receiver,  and  to  employ  a  solicitor 
for  that  purpose." 

Boiling  having  been  declared  Qion  compos  mentis^  a  guardian 
ad  litem  was  appointed  to  answer  and  defend  for  him.  An  an- 
swer to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Gamble,  in  which  was  incorporated 
a  demurrer  on  the  following  (with  other)  grounds:  1st,  "be- 
cause the  bill  fails  to  show  that  the  claim  or  demand  here  sued 
on  is  assets  belonging  to  him  as  receiver  for  said  Preston  &  Stet- 
son ;"  2d,  "because  the  bill  shows  that  complainant,  as  receiver 
of  the  property  and  rights  of  property  of  said  Preston  &  Stet- 
son, seeks  to  make  said  purchase  of  said  real  estate  their  pur- 
chase, and  such  election  is  not  made  by  them  ;  "  3d,  "  because 
the  bill  fails  to  show  that  any  property  of  said  Preston  &  Stet- 
son, or  any  rights  of  property  of  theirs,  was  or  is  invested  in 
said  real  estate."  The  chancellor  sustained  the  demurrer  on 
these  grounds,  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

J.  C.  Richardson,  for  appellant. — That  a  purchase  by  an  at- 
torney, of  property  sold  in  the  course  of  the  litigation  in  which 
he  is  employed,  is  voidable  at  the  election  of  his  client,  or  will 
be  held  to  enure  to  the  benefit  of  his  client,  see  Stocktmi  v.  Ford^ 
11  How.  U.  S.  247;  lloweWs  Heirs  v.  Mci.^reery's  Heirs^ 
7  Dana,  38 S;  B(tker  v.  Humphrey^  11  Otto,  500;  Iloojyer  v. 
Perry,  28  Iowa,  57;  Haivley  v.  Cramer^  4  Cowen,  717;  Davis 
V.  Smith,  43  Conn.  269  ;  Hatch  v.  Fogerty,  40  How.  Pr.  (X.  Y.) 
492;  Wa7'ren  v.  Haivkins,  49  JVIo.  137;  Michaud  v.  Girody 
4  How.  U.  S.  555  ;  Hall  v.  Hallett,  1  Cox,  134;  Rigno  v.  Bifins, 
10  Peters,  279 ;  Pickerso7i  v.  Bradford,  59  Ala.  581 ;  Walker 
V.  Palmer,  24  Ala.  358.  That  the  complainant,  as  receiver, 
was  authorized  to  sue,  and  was  the  only  person  who  could  bring 
the  suit,  see  Leonard  v.  Storrs,  31  Ala.  388;  Booth  v.  (J larky 
Vol,,  i.xxii. 
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17  How.  U.  S.  331 ;  Coope  v.  Brncles,  28  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  10; 
8  Ga.  358 ;  15  Cal.  206 ;  4  Sandf.  Ch.  417. 

BiELL  &  Lane,  contra. — The  purchase  by  the  defeiiflants 
was  made  nearly  five  years  before  the  complainant's  appoint- 
ment as  receiver,  and  no  fraud  or  misrepresentation  is  charged 
against  them.  The  theory  of  the  bill  is,  that  as  Preston  tV:  Stet- 
son might  have  avoided  the  sale,  or  had  the  defendants  declared 
trustees  for  their  use  and  benefit,  the  complainant,  as  their  legal 
representative,  may  exercise  and  enforce  the  same  right  of  elec- 
tion. The  order  appointing  the  receiver  is  not  set  out,  and  the 
bill  only  alleges  that  he  was  appointed  "  receiver  of  the  property 
and  rights  of  property  of  Preston  &  Stetson."  A  receiver, 
generally,  is  simply  the  custodian  of  the  property  in  litigation, 
with  authority,  in  case  of  partnership  property,  to  collect  the 
assets,  and  convert  them  into  money. — Kerr  on  Receivers,  182, 
note.  The  right  to  avoid  such  a  purchase  as  this,  or  to  have  it 
declared  a  trust,  is  neither  propertv,  nor  a  ri^ht  of  property, 
but  a  simple  privilege,  or  right  of  election,  wnich  can  only  be 
exercised  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  which  the  chancellor 
could  not  confer  upon  the  complainant. — Perry  on  Trusts,  .^  198; 
"Wharton  on  Agency,  §  576 ;  llastern  Bank  v.  Taylor ,  41  Ala. 
93;  Charles  v.  Diihose^  29  Ala.  367;  Bott  v.  McCoy  cfc  John- 
son, 20  Ala.  578:  11  Howard,  331. 

Per  Clriam. — The  proposition  can  not  be  denied,  that  the 
appellees,  being  the  attorneys  for  the  firm  of  Preston  tfe  Stetson, 
could  not  purcliase  the  land,  under  the  judgment  which  was  re- 
covered and  controlled  by  them,  without  the  consent  of  their 
clients,  express  or  implied.     They  were  forbidden  to  make  the 

f)urchase,  on  well-settled  principles  of  public  policy;  and  the 
aw  holds  them  to  be  trustees  for  their  principals,  in  whose  em- 
plo3'ment  they  were  acting  as  agents.  This  is  the  general  rule 
applicable  to  all  agents  and  trustees,  and  attorneys  at  law  con- 
stitute no  exception  to  it. — Weeks  on  Attorneys  at  Law,  jj  273, 
and  cases  cited. 

It  re<iuired  no  election  to  raise  this  trust.  It  was  raised  by 
operation  of  law, and  continued  toexist  until  it  was  lost  by  lapse 
of  time,  or  by  an  election  to  ratify  the  purchase.  Unreasonable 
delay  in  enforcing  the  rio:ht,  or  an  express  or  implied  assent  to 
the  transaction,  would  alone  give  it  A-alidity.  The  right  was 
one  which  would  pass  to  a  receiver  who  is  authorized  by  the 
Chancery  Court  to  bring  an  action,  all  the  rights  and  remedies 
of  the  beneficiaries  having  passed  to  the  receiver,  whether  legal 
or  equitable  in  their  nature. — High  on  Receivers,  >>  539 ;  Leonard 
V.  Siorrs,  31  Ala.  488.     The  onics  was  on  the  appellees,  to  show 
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that  the  right  of  action  was  lost  by  laches,  or  by  ratification  of 
the  transaction ;  and  this  they  liave  failed  to  do. 
Reversed  and  remanded. 


Har^vell  v,  Lehman,  Durr  &  Co. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Foreclosure  of  Mo^^tgage. 

1.  Filing  bill  in  wrong  district;  how  objected  to. — When  a  bill  shows 
on  its  face  that  it  is  not  filed  in  the  proper  district,  it  is  subject  to  de- 
murrer, or  majf  be  dismissed  on  motion ;  and  if  the  fact  does  not  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  bill,  a  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement  is  the 
proper  mode  of  presentinjr  the  objection. 

2.  Wliere  bill  may  be  filed ;  ivho  is  material  defendant. — A  material  de- 
fendant, as  the  term  is  used  in  the  statute  specifying  the  several  dis- 
tricts in  which  a  bill  may  be  filed  (Code,  §  3760),  means  a  necessary  or 
indi8pensal)le  party,  as  distinguished  from  one  who  is  merely  a  proper 
party. 

3.  Same;  parties  to  bill  for  foreclosure. — When  a  junior  mortgagee 
files  a  bill,  asking  a  foreclosure  of  his  mortgage,  an  account  of  both  of 
the  mortgage  debts,  and  a  sale  of  the  property  h'ee  from  the  incnmbrance 
of  both  mortgages,  the  senior  mortgagee  is  a  necessary  and  indisj)ensa- 
ble  party ;  and  the  bill  may  be  filed  in  the  cUstrict  in  which  he  resides. 

4.  Same ;  where  mortgage  has  been  assigned. — If  the  senior  mortgage 
has  been  assigned,  absolutely  and  unci-nditionally,  leaving  in  the  mort- 
gagee no  interest  in  it  or  the  debt  secured  by  it,  the  assignee  would  be  a 
necessary  party  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure  filed  by  a  junior  mortgagee,  and 
the  senior  mortgagee  would  be  only  a  proper  party  ;  but,  if  the  assignment 
was  conditional,  and  the  condition  had  not  been  performed  when  the  bill 
was  filed,  the  assignor  would  be  a  necessary  party,  and  the  bill  might  be 
filed  in  the  district  of  his  residence;  and  being  so  filed,  the  subsequent 
performance  of  the  condition,  whereby  the  assignment  became  absolute, 
would  not  divest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  nor  be  good  ground  for  dis- 
missing the  bill. 

Appeal  from  tlie  Chancery  Conrt  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  March  10th,  1882,  by  the 
partners  composing  the  iirm  of  Lehman,  Durr  &  Co.,  a  part- 
nership doing  bnsiness  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  against  A. 
O.  Harwell  and  L.  S.  Driver,  who  were  resident  citizens  of 
Coosa  connty ;  and  against  the  partners  composing  the  firm  of 
Tatum  &  Wilkinson,  a  mercantile  firm  doing  bnsiness  in  the 
city  of  Montgomery,  where  the  partners  also  resided.  The  bill 
sought  the  foreclosnre  of  a  mortgage  executed  to  the  complain- 
ants by  said  A.  O.  Harwell,  conveying  several  lots  and  parcels 
of  land  situated  in  Coosa  county,  together  with  personal  prop- 
erty particularly  described ;  an  account  of  the  mortgage  debt, 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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and  an  account  of  a  debt  due  to  said  Tatuin  <fe  Wilkinson  (or 
their  assignee,  L.  S.  Driver))  which  was  secured  by  an  older 
mortgao^e  on  the  same  property,  and  on  whicli  large  payments 
were  alleged  to  have  been  made ;  a  s^ale  of  the  property  freed 
from  the  incumbrance  of  the  mortgages,  and  the  application 
of  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  secured  debts 
in  the  order  of  their  priority.  A  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  was 
filed  by  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  tiie  bill  ought  to 
have  been  filed  in  Coosa  county,  instead  of  Montgomery ;  and 
the  appeal  was  taken  from  the  chancellor's  decree  sustaining  a 
demurrer  to  the  plea. 

Smith  <fe  Macdonald.  with  whom  was  L.  E.  Parsons,  Jr.,  for 
appellants,  cited  Lewis  v.  Elrod^  38  Ala.  17;  Waddell  v.  La- 
nier, 54  Ala.  440 ;  Milner  v.  Jiamseys  Adrii'i\  48  Ala.  287 ; 
Tindal  r.  Drake,  51  Ala.  574;  Campbell  r.  t'raioford,  63  Ala. 
392 ;  BoJIing  v.  Munchus,  65  Ala.  558 ;  Ashurst  v.  Gibson^ 
57  Ala.  584. 

E.  P.  Morrissett,  contra,  cited  Broxighton  v.  Mitchell, 
64  Ala.  220;  Leiois  v.  Elrod,  38  Ala.  17. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J — A  bill  in  equity,  instituting  suit  l)e- 
tween  citizens  of  the  State,  must  be  filed  in  the  district  of  the 
residence  of  a  material  defendant;  or,  if  the  purpose  is  to  en- 
join proceedings  in  other  courts,  it  may  be  filed  in  the  district 
m  which  such  proceedings  are  pending;  or,  if  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  suit  is  real  estate,  it  may  be  filed  in  the  district  in  which 
such  real  estate  (or  a  ma;^erial  part  thereof)  is  situated. — Code 
of  1876,  ^  3760.  A  bill,  disclosina:  on  its  face  that  it  is  not 
filed  in  tlie  proj^er  district,  is  subject  to  demurrer,  or  may  be 
dismissed  on  motion.  If  the  fact  does  not  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  bill,  a  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in  abatement  is  the 
appropriate  mode  of  presenting  the  objection. — Campbell  v. 
Crawford,  63  Ala.  392. 

The  present  bill  by  a  junior  mortgagee,  for  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  on  real  and  personal  property,  was  filed  in  the 
district  of  tlie  residence  of  the  senior  mortgagees,  who  are 
made  parties  defendant;  the  property  being  situate,  and  the 
mortgagor  and  assignee  of  the  senior  mortgage  residing,  in 
another  district.  The  averments  of  the  bill  are,  that  the  debt 
of  the  senior  mortgagees  has  been  largely  reduced  by  payments, 
and  that  b}'  some  arrangement  l)etween  them  and  one  Driver, 
without  having  parted  absolutely  with  all  interest  in  the  mort- 
gage, the  latter  obtained  from  them  possession  of  the  mortgage, 
and  claims  some  interest  under  it,  the  nature  of  which  is  un- 
known.    The  plea  avers  the  residence  of  the  mortgagor,  and  of 
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Driver,  and  the  locality  of  the  property,  to  be  in  another  dis- 
trict than  that  in  which  the  bill  is  Hied,  and  a  transfer  of  the 
mortgage  to  Driver,  upon  a  condition  which  was  not  performed 
until  after  the  bill  was  filed.  The  plea  was  overruled  by  the 
chancellor. 

The  purpose  of  the  statute,  in  limiting  suits  in  equity  to  the 
residence  of  a  material  defendant,  as  has  been  heretofore  ex- 
plained, like  that  of  the  statute  limiting  personal  actions  at  law 
to  tlie  county  of 'the  permanent  residence  of  a  freeholder  or  house- 
holder, is,  that  parties  may  not  be  drawn  into  litigation  in  lo- 
calities distant  from  their  residence.  In  courts  of  equity,  the 
general  rule,  founded  on  the  highest  considerations  of  public 
policy,  is,  that  all  persons  materially  interested  in  the  subject- 
matter  and  object  of  suit,  however  numerous  they  may  be,  must 
be  made  parties. — Story's  Eq.  PI.  §  72.  In  their  absence,  the 
court  can  not  render  a  decree  which  will  be  final  and  complete, 
silencing  all  future  controversy,  avoiding  the  necessity  for  a 
multiplicity  of  suits;  nor  can  the  court  be  certain  that  the  de- 
cree it  renders  is  founded  on  a  consideration  of  the  merits  of 
the  whole  case,  and  that  injustice  may  not  result  from  it.  Courts 
of  law  are,  ordinarily,  satisfied  when  the  parties  having  the 
legal,  though  it  is  separable  from  the  beneficial  interest,  are 
drawn  before  them ;  and,  generally,  have  not  power  to  require 
the  presence  of  other  parties.  As  the  rules  of  a  court  of  equity 
may  require  the  presence  of  numerous  parties,  having  different 
places  of  residence,  the  statutory  limitation  is  met,  whenever 
the  bill  is  filed  in  the  district  of  the  residence  of  a  material  de- 
fendant. There  are  necessary  and  proper  parties  to  a  suit  in 
equity — parties  in  whose  absence  the  court  will  not  proceed,, 
and  parties  who  may  be  properly  brought  before  the  court, 
without  subjecting  the  bill  to  the  objection  of  misjoinder.  The 
present  case  may  be  employed  as  an  illustration.  The  purpose 
of  the  bill  being  the  foreclosure  of  a  junior  mortgage,  a  sale  of 
the  property  mortgaged,  free  from  incumbrances  of  both  mort- 
gages, the  senior  and  the  junior,  the  ascertainment  of  the  real 
amount  of  the  senior  mortgage  debt ;  the  court  could  not,  and 
would  not,  proceed  to  a  decree  in  tlie  absence  of  the  senior 
mortgagee — he  would  be  a  necessary,  indispensable  party.  But^ 
if  he  had  assigned  the  mortgage  and  mortgage  debt  absolutely 
and  unconditionally,  parting  with  all  interest,  the  assignee  would 
become  tlie  necessary,  indispensable  party,  and  the  mortgagee 
would  be,  at  best,  merely  a  proper  party. — Pr'out  v.  Hoge^ 
57  Ala.  28.  It  is  the  residence  of  a  necessary,  as  distinguished 
from  a  mere  j^roiyer  party,  which  is  the  element  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court — a  party  having  a  real  interest  in  the  suit, 
and  against  whom  a  decree  is  sought. — Lewis  r.  El/rod,  38  Ala. 
17.     The  senior  mortgagees  were,  when  the  bill  was  tiled,  par- 
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ties  of  this  description,  according  to  the  averments  of  the  bill, 
and  the  averments  of  the  plea.  Tliey  had  parted  with  the 
mortgage,  not  absolutely,  but  upon  a  condition  wliich  might 
never  be  j>erformed.  It  is  more  proper  to  say,  that  they  had 
merely  agreed  to  part  with  it,  if  Driver  made  the  promised 
payment  to  them.  Until  the  payment  was  made,  the\'  remained 
the  mortgagees,  having  the  exclusive  right  to  receive  payment 
of  the  mortgage  debt.  The  performance  of  the  condition  by 
Driver,  subsequently  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  could  not  retro- 
act,  and  divest  the  court  of  a  jurisdiction  which  had  rightly 
attached. 
Affirmed. 


Pollak  &  Co.  V*  Graves. 

Statutory  Claim  Suit  for  Horses. 

1.  Conveyance  of  iri/e's  property. — Property  belonging  to  the  statutory 
estate  of  a  married  woman,  whether  real  or  i>ersonal,  can  only  be  disposeil 
of  in  the  particular  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute ;  that  is,  by  the  joint 
conveyance  in  writing  of  herself  and  her  husband,  attested  or  acknowl- 
edged as  prescribed. 

2.  Same;  sale  or  exchange  of  horse. — If  the  husband  purchases  a  horse 
with  money  belonging  to  his  wife's  statutory,  estate,  not  taking  the  title 
to  himself,  the  legal  title  vests  in  the  wife ;  and  a  subsetjuent  exchange 
of  the  horse  for  another,  not  consummated  by  writing  signed  by  husband 
and  wife  jointly  (and  attested  or  acknowle<lged),  though  made  with  the 
assent  of  the  wife,  does  not  divest  her  title  to  the  first  hor.se,  nor  vest  in 
her  any  title  to  the  second. 

3.  What  II  ill  support  claim  suit. — ():i  the  trial  of  a  statutory  claim  suit, 
the  claimant  must  recover,  if  at  all,  on  the  strength  of  his  own  title;  and 
it  being  shown  that,  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  the  proi)erty  was  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  in  the  writ,  the  claimant  can  only  rejiel  the  pre- 
sumption of  ownership,  arising  from  such  pos.session,  by  showing  title  in 
himself,  or  by  connecting  himself  with  the  outstiinding  title  of  a  third 
person. 

4.  Purchase  hy  hunbntid,  for  wife;  title  not  pansintj  to  her. — If  the  hus- 
band buys  personal  property  at  the  re<iuest  of  the  wife,  but  pays  the 
price  with  money  l>orrowed  by  him  on  his  own  credit,  the  title  vests  in 
him,  not  in  his  wife;  an<l  the  subseijuent  re-payment  of  the  Iwrrowed 
money,  with  money  belonging  X'i  the  wife's  statutory  estate,  does  not 
change  the  title,  nor  <:reate  in  the  wife  any  interest  in  the  projKjrty  which 
she  can  assert  at  law  as  against  his  creditors. 

Ai'1'p:al  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lowndes. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Jonx  M(k>ke. 

This  was  a  statutory  trial  of  the  right  of  property  in  two 
horses,  on  which  an  execution  was  levied  in  favor  of  l*ollak  ife 
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Co.,  against  M.  A.  Graves,  and  to  which  a  claim  was  interposed 
by  Mrs.  Dolsica  R.  Graves,  tlie  wife  of  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion. The  plaintiffs'  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  3d  Novem- 
ber, 1881,  and  was  founded  on  the  defendant's  promissory  note 
dated  April  3d,  1880.  The  execution  was  levied  on  March  13th, 
1882,  on  the  two  horses  now  in  controversy,  which  were  de- 
scril)ed  in  the  levy  as  "  one  grey  horse,  named  George^  and  one 
sorrel  mare,  named  Lillier  On  the  trial  of  the  claim  suit,  as 
the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  the  plaintiffs  proved  their  judg- 
ment and  execution,  the  date  of  the  note  on  which  the  judg- 
ment was  founded,  the  levy  of  the  execution  on  the  horses, 
"  which  were  at  that  time  in  the  possession  of  said  M,  A.  Graves," 
and  their  value ;  "  but  the  same  witness  testified,  also,  that  said 
M.  A.  Graves  had  always  declared  that  the  horses  belonged  to 
his  wife,  the  claimant  in  this  suit."  The  plaintiffs  then  ex- 
amined said  M.  A.  Graves  as  a  witness,  "  who  testified  that  the 
title  to  the  two  horses  was  derived  as  follows:  In  November, 
1880,  witness  purchased  at  the  request  of  his  wife,  from  one 
Hinson,  w^io  owed  her  moneys  belonging  to  her  statutory  es- 
tate, a  black  horse;  promising  at  the  time,  by  the  expressed 
wish  of  his  wife,  to  credit  the  price  of  the  horse  on  such  in- 
debtedness, which  was  afterwards  done.  In  April,  1881,  with 
the  consent  and  approval  of  his  wife,  witness  traded  said  black 
horse,  to  one  Belgart,  in  exchange  for  the  grey  horse  George^  and 
informed  said  Belgart  that  the  black  horse  belonged  to  his  wife ; 
but  no  written  contract  of  sale  or  exchange,  nor  any  writing 
wliatever  in  regard  to  such  exchange,  was  made — the  same  be- 
ing a  verbal  trade,  consummated  by  delivery  only.  The  said 
mare  Lillie  was  purchased  at  the  request  of  claimant,  in  Janu- 
ary, 1881,  from  a  drover,  and  paid  for  with  money  borrowed 
by  witness  from  one  Tyson,  promising  to  repay  it  out  of  moneys 
belonging  to  his  wife's  statutory  estate,  when  he  should  collect 
them  from  said  Hinson, — which  was  afterwards  done ;  all  of 
which  was  understood  and  assented  to  by  his  wife.  Both  horses 
were  traded  for,  as  here  set  forth,  with  the  consent  and  ap- 
proval of  witness'  said  wife,  and  were  turned  over  to  her ;  and 
witness  never  claimed  title  to  them,  but  claimed  only  the  use, 
and  did  use  them;  and  both  horses  were  procured,  as  set  forth, 
after  the  debt  of  witness  to  said  plaintiff's  was  contracted,  but 
before  judgment  was  rendered  thereon.  This  was  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  and  there  was  no  conflict  in  the  evidence." 

The  court  thereupon  charged  the  jury  as  follows :  1.  "  If 
the  jury  believed,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  grey  horse  was 
procured  by  the  exchange  of  the  black  horse  belonging  to  the 
claimant's  statutory  estate  ;  and  that  the  exchange  was  made  by 
claimant's  husband,  with  her  knowledge,  consent,  and  approval, 
and  that  the  grey  horse  was  delivered  to  the  claimant,  and  was 
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never  claimed  by  her  said  husband,  the  defendant  in  execution, 
but  was  claimed  by  her ;  then  they  must  tind  that  said  grey 
horse  was  not  subject  to  plaintiffs'  execution,  although  they 
might  also  believe,  from  the  evidence,  that  said  contract  of  ex- 
change was  verbal  only,  and  was  made  after  plaintiffs'  said  debt 
had  been  contracted."  2.  "  If  the  jury  i)elieved,  from  the 
evidence,  that  the  mare  Lillie'was  purchased  in  January,  1S81, 
with  money  borrowed  by  claimant's  said  husband  from  Tyson, 
on  his  promise  to  repay  Tyson  out  of  moneys,  the  statutory 
separate  estate  of  his  said  wife,  afterwards  to  be  collected  ;  and 
that  said  arrangement  was  made  with  the  consent  and  approval 
of  his  wife,  the  present  claimant ;  and  that  he  did  so  repay  said 
Tyson  with  such  moneys  when  collected,  and  turned  said  mare 
over  to  said  claimant,  and  never  claimed  any  interest  in  her,  but 
only  the  use ;  then  they  must  find  said  mare  not  subject  to 
plaintiffs'  execution."  The  plaintiffs  excepted  to  each  of  these 
charges,  and  requested  others,  instructing  the  jury  that,  if  they 
believed  the  evidence,  they  must  find  eacTi  of  the  horses  subject 
to  the  execution  ;  which  charges  the  court  refused,  and  excep- 
tions were  reserved  to  their  refusal. 

The  charges  given,  and  the  refusal  of  the  charges  asked,  are 
now  assigned  as  error. 

Sayre  &  Graves,  with  W.  R.  HouGnTON,  for  appellants. 
The  exchange  of  the  black  horse  for  the  grey,  by  verbal  con- 
tract only,  did  not  divest  the  claimant's  title  to  the  former,  nor 
vest  in  her  any  title  to  the  latter. —  Williams  v.  Auerhach, 
57  Ala.  90;  Evans  v.  English^  61  Ala.  424.  The  mare' was 
purchased  by  the  claimant's  husband,  and  paid  for  with  money 
borrowed  bv  him  for  the  purpose.  This  was  the  husband's 
debt,  though  he  may  have  promised  to  pay  out  of  his  wife's 
money ;  and  the  lender  could  not  have  subjected  the  wife's 
property  to  its  payment.  The  subsequent  use  of  the  wife's 
money  in  paying  the  debt  did  not  change  the  legal  title  to  the 

{)roperty,  which  vested  in  the  husband  irom  the  time  of  its  de- 
ivery. — Crutcher  v.  Taylor,  66  Ala.  216. 

Cook  <fe  En(k;h8,  contra. — The  legal  title  to  each  of  the  horses 
was  vested  in  the  claimant,  and  the  marital  nghts  of  her  hus- 
band never  attached  to  either.  Each  was  bought  for  the  wife, 
and  was  paid  for  with  her  money  or  property  ;  and  the  husband 
always  recognized  her  right,  and  disclaimed  any  interest  in  him- 
self.— Dajf'ran  v.  Crump,  69  Ala.  77;  Smith  v.  Whitjield, 
71  Ala.  106 ;  Machen  v.  Machm,  38  Ala.  364 ;  s.  c,  28  Ala.  374. 

BRICK  ELL,  C.  J. — Under  the  statutes,  a  married  woman 
takes  and  holds  property  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  having- 
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therein  a  legal  estate.  But  upon  her  the  statutes  do  not  confer 
a  general  power  to  dispose  of  such  property.  The  power  of 
disposition  is  limited,  and  is  confined  to  the  specific  mode  the 
statutes  prescribe.  The  joint  conveyance  in  writing  of  her- 
self and  husband,  attested  or  acknowledged,  is  the  only  mode 
of  disposing  of  such  property  that  will  operate  to  divest  her 
title,  whether  a  sale  is  intended,  or  an  exchange — the  bartering 
one  article  of  personal  property  for  another. — Smyth  v.  Oliver, 
31  Ala.  39;  WJdtmaii  v.  Alernathtj,  33  Ala.  154;  Warfdd  v. 
Bavisies,  38  Ala.  518;  Boiling  v.  Mock,  35  Ala.  727 ;  Bvcms 
V.  English,  61  Ala.  416 ;  Williams  v.  Auerhach,  57  Ala.  90. 
The  black  horse,  having  been  purchased  with  the  moneys  of 
Mrs.  Graves,  was  her  separate  property.  In  making  the  pur- 
chase, the  husband  may  have  been  the  active  agent ;  but  it  was 
within  the  line  of  his  duty  as  trustee  to  invest  the  money  of 
the  wife,  and  having  invested  it  in  the  purchase  of  the  horse, 
not  taking  title  to  himself,  the  legal  title  enured  directly  to  the 
wife.  The  exchange  of  the  horse  subsequently,  though  with 
the  assent  of  the  wife,  not  having  been  consummated  by  the 
joint  transfer  in  writing  of  herself  and  husband,  attested  or 
acknowledged,  did  not  divest  her  legal  title,  nor  clothe  her 
with  title  to  the  mare  received  in  exchange.  In  the  absence  of 
statutes  otherwise  requiring,  the  title  to  personal  property  may 
be  created  or  divested  without  writing.  The  effect  of  the 
statute  enabling  husband  and  wife  to  dispose  of  the  separate 
statutory  estate  of  the  wife,  not  distinguishing  between  real 
and  personal  property,  or  between  things  in  possession  and 
things  in  action,  is,  that  the  title  of  the  wife  can  not  be  di- 
vested without  writing,  whatever  may  be  the  kind  or  species 
of  the  property.  If  Mrs.  Graves  has  an  election,  either  to  re- 
claim the  black  horse,  or  to  ratify  the  exchange  and  take  the 
mare,  it  is  by  virtue  of  the  doctrine  of  implied  or  constructive 
trusts,  of  which  a  court  of  equity  only  can  take  cognizance 
and  enforce. — Boiling  v.  Mock,  siqyra;  Evans  v.  English,  su- 
jwa.  The  title  to  the  grey  mare  not  having  vested  in  Mrs. 
Graves,  her  claim  can  not  be  supported.  A  claimant,  in  a  trial 
.of  the  right  of  property,  must  recover  upon  the  strength  of 
his  own  title,  and  not  upon  the  weakness  or  want  of  title  in 
the  defendant  in  execution  or  attachment.  When  it  is  shown 
l)y  the  plaintiff  that,  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  the  defendant  had 
possession  of  the  property,  a  presumption  of  ownership  arises. 
The  presumption  can  be  repelled  only  by  the  claimant  proving 
title  in  himself,  or  connecting  himself  with  the  true  title,  if  it 
be  not  in  the  defendant.  It  is  immaterial  to  him  whether  the 
defendant  has  title,  or  whether  it  resides  in  a  stranger. — 2 
Brick.  Dig.  480,  §  67.  The  mare  may  not  be  the  property  of 
the  husband.  The  person  w'ith  whom  the  exchange  was  effected 
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may  have  a  right  to  rescind  it.  If  tliis  be  tnie,  it* will  not  aid 
Mrs.  Graves'  claim. 

The  mare  Lillie  was  purchased  bv  the  husband,  with  money 
he  had  borrowed  on  his  own  credit.  The  fact  that  the  pur- 
chase was  made  at  the  re<juest  of  the  wife,  is  unimportant. 
She  has  not  the  capacity  to  contract  for  the  purchase  of  prop- 
erty, or  to  acquire  and  hold  it  by  purchase,  unless  the  consid- 
eration of  the  purchase  is  derived  from  her  statutory  separate 
•estate.  The  subsequent  payment  by  the  hu.'^band  of  the  money 
he  borrowed  to  make  the  purchase,  with  the  moneys  of  the 
wife,  rendered  him  the  debtor  of  the  wife,  but  it  did  not  create 
any  trust  of  the  title  to  the  mare.  The  title  vested  in  him  on 
the  purchase,  and  the  mare  became  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts. 

From  what  has  been  said  it  follows,  that  there  was  error  in 
the  rulings  of  the  court  below ;  and  the  judgment  must  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded. 


Boyle  V.  "Williams. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Foreckmire  of  Mortgage. 

1.  Parties  to  hill  for  foreclosure . — The  personal  representative  of  the 
deceased  mortgagor  is  a  necessary  and  indispensable  party  to  a  bill  which 
seek«  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  lands,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the  assets 
in  his  hands  are  discharged  from  all  liability  for  the  debt. 

2.  Non-joinder  of  parties;  how  taken  advantage  of. — While  the  general 
rule  is,  that  an  objection  for  the  want  of  parties  must  be  taken  by  de- 
murrer or  plea,  or  l)e  insisted  on  in  the  answer ;  yet  the  want  of  an  in- 
disjiensable  party — one  in  whose  absence  a  decree  can  not  proi>erly  be 
rendered — is  available  on  the  hearing,  or  on  error. 

3.  Referenre  to  register  before  decree  of  sale. — When  the  defendants  to 
a  bill  for  foreclosure  are  all  adults,  and  do  not  suggest  or  claim,  in  the 
court  below,  that  the  mortgaged  premises  are  susceptible  of  division,  and 
that  a  sale  of  a  part  only  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt, 
the  court  may  decree  a  sale  without  a  reference  as  to  these  matters ;  but, 
if  some  of  the  defendants  are  infants,  or  not  sui  juris,  it  is  irregular  and 
erroneous  to  render  a  decree  of  sale,  without  a  prior  reference  to  the  reg- 
ister to  a.scertain  and  report  whether  the  premises  are  susceptible  of 
division,  whether  a  sale  of  part  only  would  not  be  sufficient,  whether  the 
interest  of  the  infants  requires  a  sale  in  parcels,  and  what  parcel  should 
be  first  sold. 

Api'Eal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Jno.  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  September  7th,  1880,  by 
Patsey  AVilliams,  against  the  widow  and  children  of  Daniel 
Boyle,  deceased ;  and  sought  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
which  said  Daniel  Boyle  had  executed  to  the  Central  Building 
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and  Loan  Association,  a  private  corporation  organized  under 
the  general  laws,  and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Montgomery. 
The  complainant  claimed  to  be  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage 
and  secured  note,  and  alleged  that  the  corporation  was  dissolved 
and  its  affairs  settled  and  closed.  The  mortgage,  as  shown  by 
the  copy  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  was  without  date,  though 
the  note  secured  by  it  was  dated  "February,  1871 ;  "  conveyed 
a  lot  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  as  security  for  the  payment  of 
the  note  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws of  the  corporation ;  and  purported  to  be  signed  by  said 
Daniel  Boyle  and  his  wife.  The  bill  alleged  that  said  Daniel 
Boyle  died  intestate,  leaving  three  children  as  his  heirs,  whose 
names  were  mentioned,  and  who  were  alleged  to  be  under  four- 
teen years  of  age,  and  residing  with  their  mother ;  and  that 
letters  of  administration  on  his  estate  had  been  granted  to  his 
widow,  Mrs.  Mary  Boyle,  who  was  made  defendant  to  the  bill, 
but  not  in  her  representative  character.  Summons  was  re- 
turned duly  executed  on  all  of  the  defendants.  A  guardian  ad 
litem  seems  to  have  been  appointed  for  the  infant  defendants, 
and  to  have  tiled  an  answer  for  them  ;  but  neither  the  order  ap- 
pointing him,  nor  his  answer,  is  set  out  in  the  record ;  nor  does 
the  record  show  that  any  answer  was  filed  by  the  widow,  or  any 
decree  pro  eonfesso  entered  against  her.  At  the  April  term, 
1881,  as  the  minute-entry  recites,  the  cause  was  "submitted  for 
decree,  on  the  bill  and  exhibits,  answer  of  guardian  ad  litem^ 
and  testimony;"  and  the  chancellor  thereupon  ordered  a  refer- 
ence to  the  register,  to  state  an  account  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
The  register  made  his  report  at  the  same  term,  and  it  was  con- 
firmed without  objection  ;  and  tlie  cause  being  submitted  for 
decree,  the  chancellor  rendered  a  decree  of  sale.  The  sale  was 
made,  and  was  reported  to  the  court  at  its  next  term,  the  com- 
plainant in  the  bill  becoming  the  purchaser.  At  the  same  term, 
after  the  confirmation  of  the  sale,  a  petition  was  filed  by  Mrs. 
Boyle,  alleging  that  she  had  no  notice  of  the  suit,  that  process 
was  never  served  on  her,  and  that  she  had  a  complete  defense 
against  the  mortgage ;  denying  its  execution  and  validity  on 
grounds  particularly  specified.  The  petition  was  supported  by 
afiidavits,  and  there  were  counter  affidavits  as  to  the  service  of 
process.  The  chancellor  overruled  and  dismissed  the  petition, 
but  without  passing  on  its  merits ;  holding  that  the  former  de- 
cree was  final  and  conclusive,  and  could  only  be  revised  on 
eri-or  or  appeal.  The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  all  the  defendants^ 
and  errors  are  here  assigned  by  them  jointly. 

Geo.  F.  Mookk,  for  appellants. 

Jas.  Weathekley,  contra. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  bill  discloses  that  there  is  a  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  deceased  mortgagor,  his  widow,  who 
joined  with  him  in  executing  the  mortgage ;  and  yet  fails  to  make 
Iier  a  party  in  her  representative  capacity.  It  is  the  settled 
rule  in  this  State,  that  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  lands, 
the  personal  representative  of  the  deceased  mortgagor  is  an  es- 
sential party,  as  representing  the  personal  estate,  unless  it  is 
shown  that  the  assets  in  his  hands  to  be  administered  are  dis- 
charged from  all  liability  for  the  mortgage  debt. — Dooley  v. 
YUlalonga^  61  Ala.  129.  While  it  is  the  general  rule,  that  an 
objection  for  the  want  of  parties  must  be  taken  by  demurrer, 
or  by  plea,  or  be  insisted  on  in  the  answer ;  yet  the  want  of  an 
indispensable  party,  in  whose  absence  a  decree  can  not  be  prop- 
erly rendered,  may  be  taken  advantage  of  on  the  hearing,  or 
on  error. — McMaken  v.  McMaken,  18  Ala.  576 ;  Pr&ut  v.  Hoge, 
57  Ala.  28. 

The  heirs  of  the  deceased  mortgagor  are  infants ;  and  a  de- 
cree for  the  sale  of  the  entire  mortgaged  premises  was  rendered, 
without  a  reference  to  the  register  to  ascertain  and  reix)rt, 
wliether  the  premises  were  susceptible  of  division  ;  whether  a 
sale  of  a  part  would  not  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt ;  whether  the 
interest  of  the  infants  did  not  require  a  sale  in  parcels,  and  the 
parcel  which  should  be  first  sold.  A  decree  of  sale  of  mort- 
gaged lands  which  have  descended  to  infants,  or  other  persons 
not  8ui  juris,  is  irregular  without  such  a  reference. — 2  Brick. 
Dig.  260,  §  169.  If  the  parties  are  sui  juris,  and  do  not  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery  suggest  or  claim  the  reference,  on  error 
they  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  it. — Ticknor  v.  Leavens, 
2  Ala.  149.  The  rule  is  otherwise,  as  to  parties  laboring  under 
disabilities. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  consider  any  of  the  other  as- 
signments of  error,  as  the  matters  to  which  they  refer,  so  far  as 
01  importance,  can  be  remedied  in  the  future  progress  of  the 
cause  in  the  Court  of  Chancery. 

For  the  errors  pointed  out,  the  decree  must  be  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 
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Martin  v,  Kiii^. 

Action  fo?'  Money  Had  and  Received,  under  Common  and 
Special  Counts. 

1.  Waiver  of  trial  by  jury;  agreement  for,  on  former  trial. — A  written 
agreement  in  a  civil  cause,  entered  into  by  the  parties  or  their  attorneys 
of  record,  submitting  the  cause  to  the  decision  of  the  court  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury  (Code,  §  3029) ,  being  in  abrogation  of  a  valuable  con- 
stitutional right  and  privilege,  will  not  be  construed  to  be  binding  on  an- 
other trial  at  a  subsequent  term ;  particularly  where  a  new  party,  in  the 
meantime,  has  been  introduced  by  amendment. 

2.  Erasure  or  alteration  in  record  offered  in  evidence. — When  a  record, 
or  other  written  instrument  offered  in  evidence,  presents  the  appearance 
of  an  erasure  or  alteration,  and  there  is  ground  of  suspicion  as  to  it,  whether 
shown  bj'  inspection  or  by  extrinsic  evidence,  the  party  offering  it  is  re- 
quired first  to  remove  the  suspicion  by  explaining  the  erasure  or  altera- 
tion ;  but,  where  the  erasure  or  alteration  bears  no  such  ear-mark  of 
fraudulent  intent — as  in  this  case,  where  the  date  of  a  will  admitted  to 
probate  appears  to  have  been  changed  from  1875  to  1873,  and  the  record 
elsewhere  shows  that  the  testator  died  prior  to  1875 — the  better  doctrine 
is,  that  the  change  or  correction  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at 
the  time  the  instrument  was  executed. 

3.  Probate  of  vnll,  and  revocation  thereof,  in  Louisiana. — A  proceeding 
to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will,  like  an  ai"»plication  for  its  probate,  is  a 
proceeding  in  rem;  and  notice  thereof  to  non-resident  persons  who  are 
interested  must,  of  necessity,  be  constructive,  as  authorized  by  law  ;  and 
under  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  as  proved  in  this  case,  this  constructive 
notice  is  given  by  the  appointment  of  a  curator  to  represent  and  protect 
the  interests  of  such  non-residents. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Clarke, 

The  record  in  this  case  shows,  tliat  two  separate  actions  were 
coinmenced  on  the  29th  December,  1877,  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Mary 
Ann  King,  a  married  woman,  residing  in  Ohio ;  one  of  said  ac- 
tions being  against  Ahnira  A.  Martin,  and  the  other  against 
Josephine  Martin,  both  of  whom  were  residents  of  said  county 
of  Mobile.  The  two  actions  involved  the  same  facts  and  issues, 
and  were  tried  and  submitted  together.  In  each  action,  the 
plaintiff  sued  to  recover  money  alleged  to  have  been  had  and 
received  by  the  defendant,  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  plaintiff  was  a  surviving  sister  of  one  John  Martin,  who 
was  a  resident  citizen  of  Louisiana  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
who  died  at  Bladen  Springs,  Alabama,  in  July,  1875 ;  and  the 
defendants  were  nieces  of  said  John  Martin.  The  money 
claimed  and  sued  for  was  assets  of  the  estate  of  said  John  Mar- 
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tin,  and  was  received  by  the  defendants  as  "universal  legatees" 
under  a  will  which  was  admitted  to  probate  in  the  Second  Dis- 
trict Court  of  New  Orleans,  and  of  which  one  J.  P.  Vairien 
was  appointed  the  executor ;  and  the  plaintiff  claimed  a  portion 
of  the  money  so  received  by  the  defendants,  as  her  distributive 
portion  of  the  estate,  on  the  ground  that  the  probate  of  said 
6uppo.sed  will  had  been  revoked  by  the  same  court  which 
granted  it,  and  that  the  decedent  in  fact  died  intestate.  On  the 
tifst  trial,  the  cause  having  been  submitted  to  the  court  for  de- 
cision without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  l)y  written  agreement 
entered  of  record  (Code,  §  3029),  the  court  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff  in  each  case ;  but  the  judgment  was  reversed 
by  this  court  on  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band ought  to  have  I)een  joined  with  her  as  a  party  plaintiff, 
and  the  cause  was  remanded. — King  v.  Martin,  67  Ala.  177. 

After  the  remandment  of  the  cause,  the  complaint  was 
amended,  by  joining  the  plaintiff's  husband  as  a  co-plaintiff  with 
her,  and  adding  a  special  count  claiming  the  money  sued  for  as 
Mrs.  King's  distributive  share  of  the  estate  of  her  said  deceased 
brother ;  and  issue  was  joined  on  the  plea  of  the  general  issue. 
The  defendants  also  pleaded  two  special  pleas,  each  averring 
that  they  received  the  money,  not  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  as  their  own  absolute  property,  under  an  order  and 
decree  of  the  Second  District  Court  of  New  Orleans;  and  there 
was  a  replication  to  these  special  pleas,  averring  the  setting 
aside  and  cancellation  of  said  order  and  decree ;  to  which  repli- 
cation a  demurrer  was  interposed,  but  overruled.  On  the  trial, 
the  jiarties  having  announced  themselves  ready,  the  defendants 
demanded  and  insisted  on  a  trial  by  jury ;  but  the  plaintiffs  in- 
sisted that  the  agreement  entered  into  at  the  former  trial  was 
still  binding,  and  that  the  cause  should  be  tried  by  the  court 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The  court  held  that  the 
agreement  was  still  binding,  and  proceeded  to  try  the  cause 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury ;  to  which  ruling  and  de- 
cision an  exception  was  duly  reserved  by  the  defendants. 

"On  the  trial,"  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  further  states,  "the 
plaintiffs  offered  in  evidence  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  trans- 
cript of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Second  District 
Court  of  New  Orleans,  Louisiana,  in  a  certain  cause  wherein 
Mary  Ann  King  was  petitioner,  against  John  P.  Vairien, 
Josephine  Martin,  and  Almira  A.  Martin, as  defendants;  which 
was  a  suit,  or  proceeding,  to  annul  a  will  of  John  Martin,  al- 
leged to  have  been  probated  in  said  court,  and  to  annul  the  or- 
ders and  decrees  of  said  court  putting  Josephine  and  Almira  A. 
Martin  in  possession  of  his  said  estate.  In  and  by  said  trans- 
cript it  appeared,  on  pages  two  (2)  and  thirty-three  (83)  thereof, 
that  an  erasure  and  change  had  been   made  in  the  description 
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of  the  year  of  the  making  of  the  said  will  sought  to  be  set  aside^ 
whereby  the  year  1875  was  evidently  changed  to  1873,  and  ap- 
parently in  a  different  handwriting,  and  with  different  pen  and 
ink ;  which  original  record  or  transcript  is,  by  the  order  of  said 
Circuit  Court,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  of  practice  (No,  20) 
in  such  case  made  and  provided,  hereunto  attached  as  an  ex- 
hibit, for  the  inspection  of  the  Supreme  Court.  When  plain- 
tiffs offered  said  transcript  in  evidence,  the  defendants  objected 
to  its  admission,  and  moved  to  exclude  it  unless  and  until  plain- 
tiffs should  first  explain  said  manifest  alteration  of  the  record  ; 
which  objection  the  court  overruled,  and  admitted  said  record 
as  evidence,  showing  the  date  aforesaid  to  be  1873,  when  the 
original  date,  as  written  in  said  transcript,  was  1875 ;  to  which 
ruling,  admitting  said  record  as  evidence  without  explanation 
of  said  apparent  alteration,  defendants  then  and  there  excepted. 
"  Defendants  objected  to  the  admission  of  said  record  as  evi- 
dence, also,  for  the  further  reason,  that  the  same  was  an  exem- 
plification of  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  brought  by  said  Mary 
Ann  King  against  said  J.  P.  Vairien  and  these  defendants,  to 
vacate  and  annul  the  probate  of  the  will  of  said  John  Martin, 
under  which  defendants  received  said  Martin's  estate,  and  the 
orders  under  which  defendants  had  received  part  of  said  prop- 
erty as  legatees  under  the  will  of  said  Martin,  and  brought  the 
same  into  this  Slate ;  and  that  in  and  by  said  record  it  nowhere 
appeared  that  any  personal  service  of  process  in  said  cause  had 
been  made  on  these  defendants,  nor  any  attachment  or  other 
process  levied  on  their  property ;  nor  that  they,  or  either  of 
them,  had  any  property  whatever  in  the  State  of  Louisiana  at 
the  time  of  the  bringing  of  said  suit ;  nor  that  they,  or  either 
of  them,  had  appeared  in  said  suit,  either  in  person  or  by  at- 
torney ;  but  that  a  curator  ad  hoc  had  been  appointed  to  repre- 
sent these  defendants  as  non-residents,  by  said  Louisiana  court, 
on  plaintiff's  motion  in  said  court.  Wherefore  defendants  ob- 
jected to  the  introduction  of  said  transcript  as  evidence  against 
them,  and  claimed  that  said  proceedings  were  not  binding  on 
them,  but  were,  as  to  them,  res  inter  alios  acta.  But  the  court 
overruled  said  objection,  and  admitted  said  transcript  as  evi- 
dence ;  to  which  ruling  and  decision  defendants  excepted. 

"  There  was  evidence,  as  appeared  by  said  transcript,  and  by 
the  depositions  of  John  P.  Vairien  and  Mary  Ann  King,  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiffs,  that  plaintiffs  are  husband  and  wife, 
and  reside  in  Ohio,  and  have  resided  there  for  more  than 
twenty  years  last  past ;  and  that  defendants  held,  and  had  and 
received  the  money  sued  for,  as  legatees  of  John  Martin,  de- 
ceased, under  the  will  made  in  1873,  and  duly  probated  in 
Louisiana,  and  which  was  afterwards  annulled  and  cancelled  in 
the  Supreme  Court  of  said  State ;  and  that  said  Martin  wa& 
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domiciled  in  Louisiana  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had  been 
for  twenty  years  prior  thereto ;  and  there  was  evidence,  also, 
showing  the  heirship  of  said  Mary  Ann  King  to  the  amount  of 
one-third  of  said  Martin's  estate,  if  he  died  intestate,  and  the 
receipt  by  tlie  defendants,  on  the  24th  August,  1875,  of  one- 
half  of  $n6,625  each,  of  the  moneys  of  said  estate,  from  the  said 
executor,  under  tlie  decree  of  said  court  in  which  said  will  was 
probated  ;  and  there  was  evidence  also,  by  said  transcript,  show- 
ing the  proceedings  had  in  said  District  Court,  the  annulment 
of  the  said  decree  of  probate,  and  the  order  putting  said  de- 
fendants in  possession  of  said  estate.  The  plaintiff  introduced 
in  evidence,  also,  the  laws  of  Louisiana  contained  in  the  Civil 
Code,  with  leave  to  each  party  to  read  from  the  same  all  articles 
therein  applicable  to  their  case ;  and  also  the  following  Reports 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana:  6  La.  Rep.  406 ;  12  La. 
Ann.  558 ;  15  La.  527 ;  S  La.  231 ;  2  La.  303 ;  2  La.  N.  S.  475 ; 
S  La.  Ann.  431 ;  1  La.  Ann.  171 ;  2  La.  Ann.  562.  Plaintiffs 
introduced  in  evidence,  also,  the  statute  laws  of  Ohio,  showing 
that  the  money  sued  for,  if  recovered,  was  the  statutory  sepa- 
rate estate  of  the  said  Mary  Ann  King.  This  being  all  the  evi- 
dence, the  court  thereupon  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs;" 
to  which  ruling  and  judgment  the  defendants  exetepted. 

The  refusal  of  a  trial  by  jury,  the  several  rulings  of  the 
^ourt  on  the  evidence,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court,  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

H.  PiLLANS,  and  Overall  &  Bestoe,  for  appellants. — (1.) 
The  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  is  a  valuable  constitutional  privilege, 
which  can  not  l^e  denied  or  abridged,  except  on  the  clearest  le- 
gal grounds. — SUdham  V.  Stedham,  32  Ala.  525 ;  United  States 
V.  Jtiathbone,  2  Paine,  C.  C.  578.  By  the  words  of  the  statute 
(Code,  §  3029),  a  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived,  '•  whenever  the 
parties,  or  their  attorney's  of  record,  tile  a  stipulation  in  writing" 
to  that  effect ;  but  this  statute  must  receive  a  strict  construction. 
An  agreement  waiving  a  trial  ])y  jury,  as  in  this  case,  is  a  mere 
incident  of  the  particular  trial,  like  an  agreement  as  to  the  tes- 
timony of  an  absent  witness;  and  has  fulfilled  its  purpose  when 
that  trial  is  at  an  end.  Particularly  must  this  be  tlie  case,  when 
A  new  party  is  afterwards  introduced  by  amendment,  who  cer- 
tainlv  would  not  be  bound  by  such  prior  waiver. — Benhmo  v. 
RrUhhs,  72  X.  C.  422 ;  Gage  v.  Nat.  Bank,  86  Illinois,  371. 
(2.)  The  transcript  offered  in  evidence  contained  manifest  eras- 
ures and  alterations,  in  handwriting  and  ink  different  from  the 
body  of  the  record ;  and  these  ought  to  have  been  explained, 
before  the  record  was  admitted  in  evidence. — 1  Greenl.  Ev. 
:§  564, 13th  ed.;  ConnaUyv.  Sp/'agina,  66  Ala.  258 ;  Ne^Kcomhv. 
Pret^ey,  8  Mete.  406.     (3.)  The  decree  of  the  Louisiana  court, 
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annulling  the  probate  of  Martin's  will,  was  not  admissible  evi- 
dence against  the  defendants  here,  who  were  not  before  the 
court  as  parties,  not  having  appeared,  and  not  having  been 
served  with  process. — Pennoyer  v.  Neff^  5  Otto,  714;  Bosfwell 
V.  Otis,  9  How.  U.  S.  336.  That  such  a  proceeding  is  not  m 
rem,  was  expresslj'  decided  in  Gaines  v.  Fuentes,  2  Otto, 
10-20. 

Faith  &  Cloud,  contra. — (1.)  The  court  properl}'  enforced 
the  written  agreement  waiving  a  trial  by  jury. — Sawyer  v.  Pat- 
terson, 12  Ala.  275;  B air d  v.  Mayor,  74  N.  Y.  382;  Bamher- 
ger  v.  Terry,  13  Otto,  40 ;  Supervisors  v.  Kennicott,  13  Otto, 
554;  Kearney  v.  Case,  12  Wallace,  275;  Phillips  v.  Mooi^e, 
10  Otto,  208 ;  Brunsr  v.  Afareum,  50  Mo.  405.  (2.)  As  to  tlie 
admission  of  the  transcript  as  evidence,  the  former  decision  in 
this  case  is  conclusive. — King  v.  Martin,  67  Ala.  177.  The 
alteration  of  a  date  explains  itself,  and  makes  the  record  con- 
sistent. If  the  transcript  was  not  correct,  the  error  should  have 
been  shown  by  the  production  of  another,  duly  authenticated. 
Carroll  v.  Pathkiller,  3  Porter,  279.  That  the  transcript  was- 
prima  facie  correct,  see  Woodhridge  v.  Austin,  4  Amer.  Dec. 
740.  (3.)  In  the  proceeding  to  annul  the  probate  of  the  Mali,, 
the  defendants  were  represented  by  a  curator  appointed  by  the 
court,  according  to  the  law  of  Louisiana;  and  thev  are  con- 
cluded by  the  decree.— La.  Civil  Code,  Art.  50-57,  1204-1213^ 
David  V.  Cahoiu^et,  1  La.  Ann.  171 ;  Tarleton  &  Pollard  v. 
Johnson,  25  Ala.  311;  Hunt  v.  Acre,  28  Ala.  580;  2  Brick. 
Digest,  148,  §  236.  (4.)  The  judgment  of  the  court  is  not  re- 
visable. — Norris  v.  Jackson,  9  Wallace,  125. 

SOMERYILLE,  J.— The  right  of  trial  by  jury  is  a  consti- 
tutional one,  secured  by  the  fundamental  law  in  all  cases,  civil 
as  well  as  criminal. — Const.  1875,  Art.  I,  §  12.  It  is  a  right, 
however,  in  the  nature  of  a  privilege,  and  may  be  waived  in 
certain  cases  authorized  by  law.  The  statutes  of  this  State 
provide,  that  "an  issue  of  fact  in  a  civil  case,  in  a  court  of 
comiiion-law  jurisdiction,  may  be  tried  and  determined  by  the 
court,  without  the  intervention  of  the  jury,  whenever  the  par- 
ties, or  their  attorneys  of  record,  iile  a  stipulation  in  writing 
with  the  clerk  of  the  court,  waiving  a  juryT — Code  of  1876, 
§  3029. 

Upon  the  first  trial  of  this  cause,  in  the  court  below,  the  at- 
torneys entered  into  such  a  written  stipulation,  and  the  trial 
had  was  accordingly  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The 
only  plaintiff  to  the  suit,  at  that  time,  was  Mary  Ann  King, 
one  of  the  present  appellees.  Upon  reversal  of  the  cause  in 
this  court,  her  husband,  Henry   W.  King,  was  joined   as  co- 
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plaintiff  with  her  upon  the  second  trial.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  defendants  in  the  second  tried  are  bound  by  the 
agreement  to  waive  a  jury,  entered  into  upon  the  first  trial.  It 
is  our  judgment,  that  they  are  not  concluded  by  such  waiver. 
The  agreement,  being  one  in  abrogation  of  a  valuable  constitu- 
tional privilege,  must,  for  this  reason,  be  strictly  construed.  It 
would  require  a  most  liberal  and  enlarged  construction,  to  ex- 
tend its  operation  l)eyond  the  particular  trial  apparently  con- 
templated by  it.  It  may  be  that  litigants  would  be  willing  for 
the  particular  judge  who  presides  at  one  trial  to  act  as  both 
judge  and  jury,  and  be  entirely  unwilling  to  risk  his  successor 
who  might  sit  in  judgment  upon  their  rights  at  a  subsequent 
trial.  The  parties  to  the  suit,  moreover,  are  not  identical  with 
tliose  to  the  agreement.  The  first  suit  was  one  by  the  wife 
alone.  The  second,  or  present  suit,  has  by  amendment  become 
one  by  both  the  husband  and  wife.  The  new  party  introduced 
is  certainly  not  bound  by  it;  and  being  without  reciprocity,  it 
would  be  inequitable  to  construe  it  to  be  only  unilaterally 
obligatory.  It  reijuired,  in  our  opinion,  a  new  agreement  to 
debar  the  appellants  of  their  right  of  trial  by  jury,  and  the 
court  erred  in  not  so  ruling. — Benhow  v.  Rchhins,  68  X.  C.  422. 

It  is  objected,  that  the  transcript  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
Louisiana  court  was  improperly  admitted  in  evidence,  because 
of  certain  appearances  indicating  the  alteration  in  two  parts  of 
the  record  of  the  date  of  the  testator's  will,  changing  it  from 
November  18th,  18TJ,  to  the  same  date  in  187J.  it  is  true 
that,  if  an  instrument,  or  record,  presents  the  appearance  of 
having  been  altered,  and  any  ground  of  suspicion  is  presented, 
either  by  an  inspection  of  it,  or  by  extrinsic  evidence,  the  par- 
ty proposing  to  offer  it  in  evidence  is  required  firet  to  remove 
the  suspicion,  by  accounting  for  the  alteration.  But,  where 
the  alteration  bears  no  such  ear-mark  of  fraudulent  intent,  it 
will  l)e  presumed  to  have  been  made  contemporaneously  with 
the  execution  of  the  instrument,  or  the  making  of  the  record. 
Such,  at  least,  seems  to  be  the  better  doctrine,  being  based  upon 
the  more  charitable  maxim,  that  the  law  never  presumes  a 
fraud. — 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  564;  Crahtreev.  Clark,  7  Shep.  337; 
Bailey  v.  Taylor,  11  Conn.  531. 

The  correction  of  the  date  of  the  will  in  question  presents 
no  semblance  of  wrongful  intent.  So  far  from  being  suspi- 
cious in  its  nature,  it  but  renders  the  record  the  more  harmo- 
nious in  its  various  parts,  and  rescues  it  from  the  imputation  of 
both  inconsistency  and  absurdity.  "When  the  cause  was  last 
before  us,  we  observed,  on  an  objection  taken  to  a  misdescrip- 
tion in  tiie  date  of  the  will,  as  follows :  "  The  pleadings  all 
clearly  show  the  purpose  of  the  suit.  The  will  is  set  out  in 
hoic  verba,  and  is  described  as  dated  November  18,  1873.    The 
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subsequent  misdescription,  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  of 
the  yea/r  in  which  the  will  was  executed,  stating  it  to  be  1875^ 
instead  of  1873,  is  a  clerical  error  manifest  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings,  and  is  rendered  more  plain  and  certain,  if  possi- 
ble, by  the  established  fact,  apparent  from  the  record,  that  the 
testator  died  prior  to  the  year  1875," — King  v.  Martin,  67 
Ala.  181.  As  we  then  said,  such  a  record  may  be  said  to  cor- 
rect itself,  and  we  so  construe  it. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  proceeding  in  Louisiana,  by  which 
the  will  of  the  decedent,  John  Martin,  was  probated,  was  a 
proceeding  in  the  nature  of  one  in  rem. :  yet  it  is  insisted  that 
the  petition  to  revoke  the  probate  was  a  suit  inter  partes,  be- 
cause the  appellants  had  come  into  possession  of  property  un- 
der the  will.  A  judgment  in  rem,  has,  among  many  other  de- 
finitions, been  said  to  be,  "  an  adjudication  upon  the  status  of 
some  particular  subject-matter,  by  a  tribunal  having  competent 
authority  for  that  purpose  ; "  or,  in  other  words,  "  a  solemn  de- 
claration proceeding  from  an  accredited  quarter,  concerning 
the  status  of  the  thing  adjudicated  upon,  which  very  declara- 
tion operates  accordingly  upon  the  status  of  the  thing  adjudi- 
cated upon,  and,  ipso  facto,  renders  it  such  as  it  is  thereby  de- 
clared to  be." — 2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  pp.  585-6;  Freeman 
Judg.  §  606.  In  such  cases,  the  only  practicable  service  as  to 
non-residents  must  be  constructive  notice,  the  whole  doctrine 
of  which  is  the  creature  of  necessity.  Without  its  aid,  the 
arm  of  every  court  would  be  paralyzed  in  its  efforts  to  do  jus- 
tice, by  the  simple  election  of  litigants  to  evade  its  process  by 
becoming  fugitives  from  its  territorial  jurisdiction.  There  is 
nothing  unreasonable  in  the  view,  that  one  who  acquires  prop- 
erty under  the  terms  of  a  probated  will,  takes  it  subject  to  the 
right  of  the  court,  which  established  its  probate,  likewise  to 
revoke  it,  if  adjudged  to  be  founded  in  error,  fraud  or  mistake. 
The  status  of  the  res,  in  such  event,  must  necessarily  be  de- 
termined by  the  local  jurisdiction  which  had  authority  over  the 
subject-matter.  The  court  in  Louisiana  possessed  the  same  au- 
thority to  revoke  the  probate  of  the  will,  as  to  establish  it. 
Constructive  service  was  all  that  could  be  given,  in  view  of  the 
non-residence  of  the  defendants  in  the  proceeding.  If  theforum 
rei  sitw  proceeded  according  to  its  own  laws  governing  such  no- 
tice, it  is  all  that  we  can  require.  This  seems  to  have  been 
done  in  the  appointment  of  a  curator  ad  hoc,  to  appear  and 
represent  the  interests  of  the  non-resident  litigants,  according 
to  the  practice  of  the  civil  law,  which  is  a  substitute,  as  we 
take  it,  for  our  method  of  publication. — Cooley's  Const.  Lira. 
499-500 ;  Freeman  on  Judg.  §§  606,  607,  608,  612 ;  2  Brick. 
Dig.  159,  §§  38,  et  seq.;  Kumpe  v.  Coom,  63  Ala.  448. 

For  the  error  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  refusing  the  appellant's 
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demand  for  a  jury  trial,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  although  in  other  respects  its  rulings  are,  in 
our  opinion,  entirely  free  from  error. 


Turner  v.  AVilkinson. 

Bill  in  Equity  to  have  Absolute  Deed  decl-ared  Mortgage,  and 
for  Redemption  and  Account. 

1.  When  absolute  deed  will  be  declared  mortgage. — In  a  court  of  equity, 
a  conveyance  of  lands,  absolute  and  unconditional  on  its  face,  will  be 
declared  and  established  as  a  mortgage,  on  clear  and  certain  proof  that 
the  parties  intended  it  should  stand  simply  as  a  security  for  a  debt :  and 
this  fact  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence,  or  may  be  shown  by  a  sepa- 
rate writing. 

2.  Whether  transaction  is  mortgage,  or  conditional  sale. — When  the 
convevance  is  absolute  on  its  face,  and  the  controversy  is  whether  it  was 
intended  as  a  mortgage  or  an  unconditional  sale,  the  party  asserting  that  it 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage  must  show,  by  clear  and  convincing  evi- 
dence, that  it  was  so  understootl  and  intendeil  by  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  the  original  transaction  ;  but,  when  it  is  admitted  that  the  transaction 
was  not,  as  the  conveyance  on  its  face  imports,  an  absolute  and  uncon- 
ditional sale,  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  it  was  intended  as  a  mortgage 
or  as  a  conditional  sale,  the  court  is  inclined  to  consider  and  treat  it  as  a 
mortgage. 

3.  Same. — The  court  states  the  tests  of  controlling  importance  in  such 
cases,  as  laid  down  in  former  decisions,  and  declares  the  transaction  in 
this  case,  when  subjected  to  these  tests,  to  have  been  intende<l  as  a  mort- 
gage, and  not  as  a  conditional  sale. 

4.  Protection  ej tended  to  bona  fide  purchaser  n-ithout  notice. — A  pur- 
chaser in  good  faith,  and  for  valuable  consideration,  of  lands  chargeable 
with  an  outstanding  equity,  of  which  he  had  no  notice  until  after  he  had 
paid  the  purchase-money,  will  be  protected  against  it  in  a  court  of  equity. 

5.  Mortgagee's  liability  for  rents  and  profits. — A  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion, and  in  the  perception  of  rents  and  profits,  is  held  accountable  for 
them  as  a  trustee ;  and  this  principle  is  here  applied  against  the  grantee 
in  an  absolute  conveyance,  which  is  declared  and  established  as  a  mort- 
gagi'  only,  after  he  had  sold  and  conveyed  to  a  bona  fide  purcha.ser  for 
valuable  consideration  without  notice. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Butler. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  11th  August,  1881,  by  Mrs. 
Mary  E.  Turner,  against  W.  W.  Wilkinson,  Benjamin  F,  Kil- 
gore,  and  John  F.  Barganier;  and  sought  to  have  a  deed  for 
a  tract  of  land  executed  by  the  complainant  to  said  Wilkinson, 
which  was  absolute  on  its  face,  declared  to  be  a  mortgage,  and 
for  a  redemption  and  account  under  it.  A  copy  of  the  convey- 
ance was  not  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  and  it  was  alleged 
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that  it  had  never  been  recorded  ;  that  it  was  executed  in  April, 
1877,  was  intended  only  as  a  mortgage,  and  was  given  to  secure 
the  re-pajnient  of  $575,  money  advanced  by  said  Wilkinson, 
for  complainant,  to  one  D.  G.  JDunklin,  to  effect  a  redemption 
of  the  land  from  sale  under  a  f  rraer  mortgage  to  said  Dunklin, 
which  had  been  foreclosed.  The  bill  alleged,  also,  that  the 
transactions  with  Dunklin  were  conducted,  on  the  part  of  the 
complainant,  by  said  Wilkinson  and  her  father,  as  lier  agent, 
and  that  the  instrument  which  she  signed  was  represented  to 
her  to  be  a  mortgage,  and  was  so  intended  ;  that  she  afterwards 
discovered  that  Wilkinson,  instead  of  taking  a  conveyance  from 
Dunklin  to  her,  had  taken  a  conveyance  directly  to  himself; 
that  he  entered  into  the  possession  of  the  land  soon  afterwards, 
and  continued  in  the  possession,  taking  the  rents  and  profits  to 
his  own  use,  until  he  sold  a  portion  of  the  land  to  said  John 
F.  Barganier,  and  another  portion  to  said  Benjamin  F.  Kil- 
gore,  both  of  whom  had  notice  of  the  complainant's  as- 
serted rights.  On  these  allegations,  the  complainant  prayed 
that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  debt  due  from  her  to 
said  Wilkinson,  and  of  the  rents  and  profits  with  which  the 
defendants  were  respectively  liable ;  that  the  deed  from  Dunk- 
lin to  Wilkinson  be  declared  fraudulent  and  void,  and  be  can- 
celled ;  that  the  complainant  be  permitted  to  pay  Wilkinson 
any  balance  that  might  be  found  due  to  him ;  that  the  mort- 
gage to  him,  or  conveyance  intended  as  a  mortgage,  be  satisfied 
and  discharged,  and  the  legal  title  to  the  lands  be  vested  in  the 
complainant  by  the  decree  of  the  court. 

An  answer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Wilkinson,  denying  that 
the  conveyance  from  the  complainant  to  him  was  intended  as 
a  mortgage,  and  alleging  that  the  facts  were  these :  that  the 
complainant  applied  to  him,  before  the  expiration  of  two  years 
from  the  mortgage  sale  at  which  Dunklin  had  bought  the  lands, 
for  a  loan  of  money  to  enable  her  to  redeem  from  Dunklin,  but 
he  refused  to  lend  or  advance  the  money;  that  afterwards, 
more  than  two  years  from  the  sale  haviftg  expired,  being  an- 
noyed with  the  persistent  importunities  of  the  complainant  and 
her  father,  lie  finally  agreed  to  buy  the  land  from  Dunklin,  at 
the  price  which  he  was  willing  to  take,  and  to  allow  the  com- 
plainant a  further  time  to  redeem  it;  that  he  did  effect  this 
arrangement,  paid  the  money  to  Dunklin  ($575),  and  took  from 
him  an  absolute  conveyance  of  the  land ;  that  he  also  agreed 
to  let  the  complainant  redeem  the  land  at  any  time  prior  to 
March  1st,  1878,  "and,  to  secure  himself  from  any  annoyance 
if  she  saw  fit  not  to  redeem,  complainant  also  executed  to  him 
her  deed  of  conveyance,  with  covenants  of  warranty,  as  will 
appear  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  this  cause."  He  alleged  that 
the  complainant  had  never  offered  to  redeem  the  land  within 
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the  time  agreed  on,  and  insisted  that  she  had  lost  all  right  of 
redemption,  and  tliat  he  held  the  land  ahsolutely,  free  from 
any  right  or  claim  of  redemption,  as  Dnnklin  held  it  at  the 
time  he  sold  and  conveyed  to  respondent.  Answers  were  also 
filed  by  Kilgore  and  Barganier,  each  claiming  to  be  a  purchaser 
for  valuable  consideration  without  notice. 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  held 
that  the  complainant  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief,  and  there- 
fore dismissed  her  bill ;  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as 
error. 

BuELL  ct  Lane,  and  J.  F.  Stallixgs,  for  appellant. — As  to 
the  material  facts  in  this  case,  there  is  no  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dece ;  and  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  transaction  l)e- 
tween  the  parties  was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  or  as  a  condi- 
tional sale.  It  is  conclusively  shown  that  tlve  transactions  com- 
menced in  an  application  for  the  loan  of  money ;  that  the 
money  was  loaned,  or  advanced  to  Dunklin,  for  the  complain- 
ant, to  give  her  a  longer  time  to  redeem  her  land  ;  that  the 
conveyances  were  intended  as  security  to  Wilkinson  for  the 
money  so  loaned  or  advanced;  and  that  the  land  was  worth  at 
least  three  times  the  sum  advanced.  These  facts  are  all  recog- 
nized indicia  of  a  mortgage,  and,  when  they  concur,  make  out 
a  very  strong  case. —  Williamson  v.  Culpepper,  16  Ala.  211; 
Locke  V.  Pahne?;  26  Ala.  362;  Tiam-ipseed  v.  Cunningham^  16 
Ala.  501 ;  Crews  v.  Threadgill,  35  Ala.  334 ;  Parish  v.  Gates^ 
29  Ala.  254;  Eiland  v.  Radford,  7  Ala.  724;  Hudson  v.  Is- 
hell,  5  Stew,  tfe  P.  67 ;  English  v.  Lane,  1  Porter,  32>i ;  47  Mo. 
543;  65  N.  C.  520;  15  Minn.  69;  59  Barbour,  651.  If  the 
evidence  leaves  it  doubtful  whetiier  a  mortgage  or  a  condition- 
al sale  was  intended,  the  court  inclines  to  construe  and  treat  it 
as  a  mortgage. — Locke  v.  Palmer,  26  Ala,  312;  Md^eiU  v. 
Norsworthy,  39  Ala.  156.  Another  fact  is  proved,  which  is 
irreconcilable  with  the  idea  of  a  conditional  sale,  and  show; 
conclusively  that  the  transaction  was  intended  as  a  mortgages 
the  fact  that  complainant  delivered  between  two  and  three 
bales  of  rent  cotton,  to  Wilkinson  or  his  agent,  in  payment  of 
interest  on  the  loan  for  the  first  year.  Tljis  Siiows  that  there 
was  a  debt,  recognized  and  existing ;  and  it  was  entirely  un- 
necessary that  there  should  l)e  a  note,  or  other  written  evidence 
of  it,  when  the  defendant  held  the  legal  title  to  the  property 
as  security.  Kilgore  fails  to  make  out  the  defense  of  a  hona 
jide  purcliaser  for  value  without  notice. —  Wells  v.  Mm'roic,  3S 
Ala.  125;  Jewett  v.  Palmer,  7  Johns.  Ch.  68;  Wormley  v. 
Worinley,  8  Wheaton,  449.  Ii  the  defense  of  Barganier  is 
made  out,  then   Wilkinson  becomes  liable  for  the  purchase- 
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money  received  from  him,  with  interest,  and  must  apply  it  in 
reduction  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

J.  C.  Richardson,  John  Gamble,  and  Wati's  &  Sons,  contra. 
To  sustain  a  bill  like  this,  which  seeks  to  change  the  character 
of  an  instrument  under  seal  by  parol  evidence,  the  proof  must 
be  clear,  consistent,  and  convincing,  leaving  no  room  for  doubt 
or  uncertainty. —  West  v.  Ilendricc,  28  Ala.  235 ;  Phillips  v. 
Croft,  42  Ala.  477;  Brantley  v.  West,  27  Ala.  552;  Sewell  v. 
Price,  32  Ala.  98 ;  Harris  v.  Miller,  30  Ala.  224 ;  Chapman 
V.  Hughes,  14  Ala.  220 ;  Robinson  v.  Farrelly,  16  Ala.  477 ; 
B.  &  L.  Asso.  V.  Robertson,  65  Ala.  386.  Here,  instead  of 
this  full  measure  of  proof,  the  evidence  is  weak,  meagre,  and 
unsatisfactory.  The  conveyance  is  absolute  on  its  face  ;  and 
while  the  complainant  swears  that  it  was  represented  to  her  to 
be  a  mortgage,  and  was  so  intended  by  her,  she  does  not  state 
by  whom  the  representation  was  made,  nor  prove  that  it  was 
in  fact  made  by  any  person ;  while  the  defendant  denies  that  a 
mortgage  was  intended  by  him,  and  claims  that  it  was  "  a 
straight-out  purchase,"  with  an  agreement  to  let  the  complain- 
ant re-purchase  within  a  specified  time ;  and  Harris,  his  agent, 
corroborates  his  statements.  To  establish  the  instrument  as  a 
mortgage,  there  must  be  the  concurring  intention  of  both  par- 
ties at  the  time  the  transaction  is  entered  into ;  and  this  cer- 
tainly is  not  proved,  when  it  is  simply  alleged  by  one  party, 
and  contradicted,  in  terms  more  full  and  explicit,  by  the  other. 
Without  an  existing  debt,  there  could  be  ho  mortgage;  and 
can  the  court  say,  on  the  facts  proved,  that  if  the  defendant 
should  seek  to  establish  and  forclose  his  conveyance  as  a  mort- 
gage, and  the  property  should  bring  less  than  the  amount  paid 
by  him,  with  interest,  he  could  have  a  personal  decree  against 
the  complainant  for  the  balance?  It  is  submitted  that,  on  the 
facts  proved,  the  transaction  was  a  conditional  sale,  and  not  a 
mortgage. — Authorities  above  cited  ;  also,  Jones  on  Mortgages, 
§  256;  Conway  v.  Alexander,  7  Cranch,  218;  McKinstry  v. 
Conly,  12  Ala.  678 ;  Flagg  v.  Mann,  14  Pick.  467.  This 
court  will  not,  in  any  case,  reverse  the  chancellor's  decision  on 
a  question  of  fact,  unless  clearly  convinced  that  he  erred. 
Rather  V.  Young,  56  Ala.  94 ;  Bryan  v.  Hendrix,  57  Ala.  387. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J.— The  purpose  of  the  original  bill,  filed 
by  the  appellant,  is  the  redemption  of  certain  lands,  which  it  is 
averred  she  conveyed  by  way  of  mortgage  to  the  appellee,  Wil- 
kinson, as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  money  borrowed. 
The  conveyance  to  Wilkinson  is,  in  form  and  terms,  absolute 
and  unconditional. 

In   a  court  of  equit}^,  the  character  of  the  conveyance  must 
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be  determined  by  the  clear  and  certain  intention  of  the  parties; 
and  if  tliere  be  an  agreement  between  them,  that  it  shall  oper- 
ate as  a  security  for  a  debt,  it  can  and  will  operate  only  as  a 
mortgage.  The  agreement  may  be  expressed  in  the  deed,  or 
in  a  separate  writing,  or  it  may  rest  in  parol ;  for  it  is  now  well 
settled,  that,  in  equity,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  convert 
into  a  mortgage  an  instrument  appearing  on  its  face  to  be  an 
absolute  conveyance. — 2  Brick.  I)ig.  271,  §  316 ;  M.  B.  i&  L. 
Asso.  V.  Robertson,  65  Ala.  472.  When  the  conveyance  is  ab- 
solute, and  the  controversy  is,  whether  the  parties  contemplated 
an  unconditional  sale  or  a  mortgage,  the  party  claiming  that  it 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage,  if  the  fact  is  denied,  must  show 
by  clear  and  convincing  evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  the  origi- 
nal transaction,  it  was  intended  and  understood  by  both  parties 
the  conveyance  should  operate  only  as  a  security  for  a  debt 
2  Brick.  Digest,  271,  §§  318-22.  But,  when  it  is  an  admitted 
fact,  that  the  transaction  was  not  an  absolute,  unconditional 
sale,  as  the  conveyance  imports,  and  the  controversy  is,  whether 
a  mere  mortgage  or  a  conditional  sale  was  intended,  a  court  of 
equity  is  inclined  to  consider  the  transaction  as  a  mortgage. 
For,  by  this  construction,  complete  justice  can  be  done  to  both 
parties ;  the  mortgagee  is  secured  in  the  payment  of  the  money 
he  may  have  loaned  or  advanced,  with  its  accruing  interest,  and 
the  mortgagor  is  protected  in  his  equity  of  redemption ;  while, 
if  the  other  construction  was  adopted,  the  time  limited  for  the 
re-purchase  must  be  precisely  observed,  or  the  right  to  reclaim 
the  property  is  irretrievably  lost ;  oppression  could  be  exercised 
over  the  needy,  and  undue  advantage  taken  of  their  distressed 
or  embarrassed  circumstances. — Ttu'nipseed  v.  CumiinghavL, 
16  Ala.  501;  Locke  v.  Palmer,  26  Ala.  312;  Parish  v.  Gates, 
29  Ala.  254 ;  ( 'reios  v.  Tkreadgill,  35  Ala.  334 ;  McNeiU  v. 
Nm-sworthy,  39  Ala.  156. 

It  is  not  pretended,  in  the  present  case,  that  the  transaction 
between  the  parties  was,  as  the  conveyance  on  its  face  expresses, 
an  absolute,  unconditional  sale.  It  is  an  admitted  fact,  that 
there  was  a  cotemporaneous  agreement,  subjecting  the  con- 
veyance to  conditions  or  trusts  not  expressed  upon  its  face. 
The  point  of  contention  is,  whether  a  mortgage  or  a  conditional 
sale  was  intended.  The  lands  had  been  sold  under  a  mortgage 
executed  by  the  appellant,  and  purchased  by  Dunklin.  The 
statutory  period  of  redemption  had  expired,  but  Dunklin  gave 
to  the  appellant  the  privilege  of  redeeming  notwithstanding 
that  fact,  upon  the  same  terms  and  conditions  on  which  she 
could  have  been  let  in  to  redeem,  if  within  due  time  she  had 
asserted  her  rights.  The  amount  of  money  necessary  to  effect 
the  redemption  was  agreed  upon  and  settled  l)etween  the  ap- 
pellant and  Dunklin.     There  had  been  negotiations  between 
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the  appellant  and  Wilkinson,  resulting  in  his  furnishing  the 
money  to  pay  Dunklin  ;  and  it  was  paid  to  him  hy  Harris,  Wil- 
kinson's clerk  and  agent.  Dunklin  executed  to  the  appellant  a 
(|uit-claim  conveyance,  and  she  executed  to  Wilkinson  the  con- 
veyance now  in  question,  and  he  gave  to  her  a  writing  showing 
the  agreement  between  them.  The  writing  is  not  produced,  and 
the  only  account  of  its  absence  is  that  given  by  the  appellant 
(which  is  not  denied) ;  that  at  the  request  of  Harris,  the  agent 
and  clerk  of  Wilkinson,  who  seems  to  have  taken  an  active  part 
in  all  the  transactions,  she  sent  it  to  him,  that  Wilkinson  might 
indorse  upon  it  an  enlargement  of  the  time  for  redemption, 
but  it  was  never  returned  to  her.  Parol  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents was  introduced  by  both  parties,  without  objection.  The 
appellant  states  that  she  was  to  have  two  years  to  redeem  the 
lands,  paying  the  money  advanced  to  Dunklin,  in  two  equal 
installments.  Harris  states  that  she  was  to  have  until  the  fell  of 
1878  (a  few  months  less  than  two  years),  to  redeem;  and  that 
he  has  no  recollection  that  she  was  to  be  forever  barred,  if 
within  that  period  she  did  not  redeem.  Wilkinson  does  not 
state  any  thing  in  reference  to  this  writing,  further  than  a  gen- 
eral denial  that  the  conveyance  to  him  was  to  be  regarded  as  a 
mortgage.  This  is  all  the  evidence  in  reference  to  the  transac- 
tion, and  it  will  be  seen  that  it  is  very  meagre,  and  not  very 
satisfactory.  There  is,  hovrever,  no  material  conflict  between 
the  appellant  and  Harris ;  they  concur  in  the  fact,  that  the  ap- 
pellant had  a  right  to  redeem  upon  the  re-payment  of  the  money 
advanced  by  Wilkinson.  Whether  by  redemption  the  parties 
intended  t'e-^nirchase^  is  matter  of  inference  to  be  drawn  from 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances. 

Although  it  is  difficult  to  establish  fixed  rules,  by  which  to 
determine  whether  a  particular  transaction  is  a  mortgage,  or  a 
conditional  sale,  there  are  some  facts  which  are  regarded  as  of 
controlling  importance  in  determining  the  question.  Did  the 
relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exist,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction  ?  or,  if  not,  did  the  transaction  commence  in  a 
negotiation  for  a  loan  of  money  I  Was  there  great  disparity 
between  the  value  of  the  property,  and  the  consideration  pass- 
ing for  it  I  Is  there  a  debt  continuing,  for  the  payment  of 
which  the  vendor  is  liable  ?  If  any  one  of  these  facts  is  found 
to  exist,  in  a  doubtful  case,  it  will  go  far  to  show  a  mortgage 
was  intended.  If  all  of  them  are  found  concurring,  the  trans- 
action will  be  regarded  as  a  mortgage,  rather  than  a  conditional 
sale,  unless  the  purchaser,  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence, 
removes  the  presumptions  arising  from  them, — Eilaiid  v.  Rad- 
ford^ 7  Ala.  724;  Robinson  v.  Farrelly,  16  Ala.  472;  Locke  v. 
Palmer,  26  Ala.  3'12 ;  Crews  v.  Threddgill,  35  Ala.  334 ;  M. 
B.  (&  L.  Asso.  V.  Robertson,  65  Ala.  382.     All  these  indicia 
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of  a  mortgage  are  shown  in  the  present  case.  The  parties  were 
first  brought  into  relationship  by  a  negotiation  for  a  l<»an  of 
money — tliere  was  no  proposition  to  buy,  or  to  sell  the  lands ; 
for,  at  the  time  wlien  the  negotiations  commenced,  the  aj)pellant 
had  in  tliem  no  alienable  interest.  The  mone}-  advanced  was 
but  little  more,  if  so  much,  as  one-third  of  the  value  of  the 
lands.  There  was  no  note  or  memorandum  given  for  tlie  pay- 
ijient  of  the  money  advanced  to  appellant,  and  that  is  always  a 
circumstance  which  tends  to  show  that  a  mortgage  was  not  in- 
tended ;  for,  generally,  when  there  is  no  debt,  there  is  no  mort- 
gage, and  when  there  is  a  debt,  there  can  not  be  a  conditional 
sale.  But,  that  no  evidence  in  writing  of  the  debt  is  taken,  is 
only  a  circumstance — it  is  not  conclusive. — Rofnnfton  v.  Far- 
relhj,  16  Ala.  472 ;  Turnipseed  v.  Cunnmgham,  Ih.  501  ;  M. 
B.  cf'Z.  Ahso.  v.  Roberiiion^  65  Ala.  882.  The  value  and  weight 
of  it  as  a  circumstance  depends  upon  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances with  which  it  is  connected  The  debt  may  exist,  and 
may  be  capable  of  proof,  though  a  bond,  covenant,  or  note  for 
its  payment  is  not  given  ;  and  in  this  case,  the  transaction  origi- 
nating in  a  loan  of  money,  the  evidence  of  the  loan  proves  the 
debt.  It  was  known  to  Wilkinson,  that  the  appellant  was  not 
of  ability  to  pay  the  money  advanced,  otherwise  than  from  the 
lands ;  and  of  these  he  had  an  absolute  conveyance.  Obviously, 
it  would  seem  to  the  parties  a  rather  useless  ceremony,  that  a 
memorandum  in  writing  of  the  debt  should  1^  given,  when  in 
bis  own  hands,  and  under  his  own  control,  Wilkinson  had  all 
the  property  of  -the  appellant  which  could  be  subjected  to  its 
payment.  If  we  concede  that  the  least  which  may  be  said,  in 
view  of  all  the  evidence,  is,  that  there  may  be  a  doubt  whether 
a  mortgage  or  a  conditional  sale  was  intended,  the  doubt  must 
be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  appellant,  rather  than  to  suffer  her 
creditor  to  gain  the  unjust  advantage  of  acquiring  her  lands  for 
much  less  than  their  real  value;  an  advantage,  it  may  l)e  re- 
marked, he  could  not  have  gained,  if  he  had  dealt  directly  with 
Dunklin,  who,  upon  the  same  consideration,  would  not  have 
parted  with  the  lands  to  an}*  one  else  than  the  apjiellant. 

A  hona  fide  purchaser,  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  of 
lands  chargeable  with  an  outstanding  equity,  of  which  he  has 
no  notice  until  after  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  a 
court  of  equity  favors  and  protects,  and  will  not  divest  him  of 
the  legal  estate,  or  enforce  the  equity  against  him.  It  is  in 
this  relation,  the  appellee,  Barganier,  stands.  He  purchased 
from  Wilkinson,  upon  a  fair  ana  valuable  consideration,  paying 
in  full  the  purchase-money,  and  receiving  a  conveyance  of  the 
le»al  estate,  without  notice  of  the  equity  of  the  appellant.  But, 
while  protection  is  afforded  to  him,  Wilkinson  must  account  for 
the  purchase-money  received  from  him,  and  the  accruing  in- 
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terest.  He  must  also  be  charged  with  all  rents  received  by 
him.  A  mortgagee  in  possession,  and  in  the  perception  of 
rents  and  profits,  must  account  for  them  as  a  trustee. — PowelZ 
V.  Williains^  14  Ala.  476 ;  Morrow  v.  Tumey,  35  Ala.  131. 

The  result  is,  the  chancellor  erred  in  decreeing  the  transac- 
tion was  a  conditional  sale,  and  not  a  mortgage.  The  decree 
must  be  reversed,  and  a  decree  here  rendered  in  conformity  to 
this  opinion. 


McCall  V.  Jones, 

Special  Action  on  the  Case  for  Damages.,  against  Pu7'chaser  of 
Crop  with  Notice  of  Lien. 

1.  Conclusiveness  of  judgment  as  bar  to  another  suit. — The  rule  of  res 
adjudicata,  or  former  recovery,  is  confined  to  tliose  cases  in  which  the 
parties  are  the  same,  the  subject-matter  the  same,  the  identical  point 
directly  in  issue  in  each,  and  the  judgment  in  the  first  suit  rendered  on 
that  point ;  and  it  is  essential,  also,  that  the  former  judgment  was  ren- 
dered on  the  merits  of  the  case. 

2.  Same;  what  is  decision  on  merits;  misjoinder  and  nonjoinder. — It  is 
not  always  easy  to  determine  what  issues  may  be  considered  as  involving 
the  merits  of  the  case ;  but  it  seems  to  be  generally  conceded,  that  when 
the  suit  is  defeated  on  the  single  ground  of  a  misjoinder  pr  nonjoinder  of 
parties  plaintiff",  the  judgment  is  not  a  decision  on- the  merits,  and  is  not 
a  bar  to  another  suit. 

3.  Same. — An  action  by  husband  and  wife  as  joint  plaintiffs,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  conversion  of  property  belonging  to  the  wife's 
equitable  estate,  which  had  been  reduced  to  possession,  having  been  de- 
feated on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff,  the 
judgment  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  the  husband  alone,  suing 
as  trustee  ;  though,  it  seems,  if  the  first  action  had  proceeded  to  judgment 
on  the  merits,  the  question  of  misjoinder  not  being  raised,  the  judgment 
would  be  a  bar  to  the  second  action. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Lowndes. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  John  Moore. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Tristam  B.  McCall,  "  as  husband 
and  trustee  of  Laura  A.  McCall,  his  wife,"  against  John  W. 
Jones;  and  was  commenced  on  the  1st  June,  1882.  The  com- 
plaint contained  only  a  single  count,  claiming  two  hundred  dol- 
lars as  damages,  "  for  this  :  that  (to- wit)  on  1st  December,  1881, 
defendant  received  and  took  from  one  Peter  Patton  about  eighty 
bushels  of  corn,  and  about  three  hundred  pounds  of  seed-cotton, 
worth,  to-wit,  one  hundred  dollars ;  on  which  said  corn  and  cot- 
ton, plaintiff  avers  that  said  Laura  A  McCall,  who  is  plaintiff's 
wife,  had,  at  the  time  the  same  was  so  taken,  a  lien  for  money, 
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provisions,  and  necessary  teams  to  make  a  crop,  which  plaintiff, 
as  such  trustee,  avers  were  advanced  by  said  Laura  A.  McCall  as 
landlord,  to  said  Peter  Patton,  to  enable  him,  said  Patton,  to 
make  a  crop  on  land  rented  by  him  from  said  Laura  A.  MeCall 
in  1881;  and  plaintiff,  jis  trustee  as  aforesaid,  avers  that  said 
Laura  A.  rented  to  said  Patton,  for  the  year  1881,  to-wit,  thirty 
acres  of  land,  which  plaintiff  avers  was  and  is  a  part  of  the  equi- 
table separate  estate  of  the  said  Laura  A. ;  and  plaintiff,  as  such 
trustee,  avers  that  said  advances  were  made  to  said  Patton  for 
the  sustenance  and  well-being  of  said  Patton  or  his  family,  or 
for  preparing  said  rented  land  for  cultivation,  or  for  cultivating, 
gathering,  saving  or  handling  the  crop  grown  on  said  rented 
land  for  market ;  and  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  said  cotton 
and  corn,  so  taken  and  received  by  the  defendant,  was  raised  on 
said  land  so  rented  by  said  Patton  from  said  Laura  A.  McCall 
in  the  year  1881 ;  and  that  plaintiff,  as  husband  and  trustee  of 
said  Laura  A.,  had  a  lien  thereon  for  said  advances;  and  that 
said  defendant,  well  knowing  that  said  sum  for  advances  was  so 
due  to  plaintiff  as  husband  and  trustee  of  said  Laura,  and  that 
plaintiff  had  a  lien  therefor  on  said  corn  and  cotton,  took  and 
received  said  corn  and  cotton,  and  converted  the  same  to  his 
own  use,  thereby  depriving  plaintiff,  as  husband  and  trustee  of 
said  Laura  A.,  thereof;  to  their  great  damage,  two  hundred 
dollars.  And  plaintiff  further  avers,  that  said  advances  due  by 
said  Patton  were  and  <ire  part  of  the  equitable  separate  estate 
of  the  said  Laura  A.,  who  is  a  married  woman,  and  is  the  M'ife 
of  plaintiff ;  and  he  sues  as  husband  and  trustee  of  his  said  wife." 
The  defendant  tiled  a  special  plea  in  bar,  as  follows :  That 
on  tiie  9th  December,  1881,  said  Laura  A.  McCall,  the  identi- 
cal person  who  is  named  in  the  present  suit,  caused  to  be  sued 
out  of  this  court  against  the  said  John  W.  Jones,  the  defendant 
in  the  present  suit,  a  summons  and  complaint,  a  copy  of  which  is 
hereto  attached  as  a  part  of  this  plea,  marked  Exhibit  A  ;  which 
said  summons  and  complaint  were  duly  served  on  this  defend- 
ant ;  and  afterwards,  at  the  last  term  of  this  court,  said  cause 
coming  on  to  Ihj  tried,  and  both  parties  having  announced  them- 
selves ready,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  amend  the  said 
summons  and  complaint  by  making  T.  B.  McCall  a  partv  plain- 
tiff, and  by  striking  out  of  the  complaint  then  before  the  court  the 
averment  that  the  damages  sued  for  are  the  separate  statutory 
estate  of  the  said  Laura  A.  McCall ;  which  motion  was  allowed 
by  the  court,  and  said  amendment  was  made ;  and  afterwards, 
on  the  same  day,  the  parties  in  said  cause  thereupon  came,  and 
the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  said  complaint,  and  the  par- 
ties joined  issue  on  siiid  plea,  and  the  cause  was  tried  by  a  jury, 
who  rendered  a  verdict  in  favorof  the  defendant  in  said  cause; 
and  thereupon  the  court  rendered  judgment  on  said  verdict,  in 
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favor  of  the  defendant,  that  he  go  hence,  &c. ;  all  of  which  will 
more  fully  appear  by  a  copy  of  said  judgment-entry,  hereto  at- 
tached as  a  part  of  this  plea,  marked  Exhibit  B  j  which  said 
judgment  remains  of  record  in  full  force,  not  reversed,  nor  set 
aside.  And  the  defendant  avers,  that  the  said  T.  B.  McCall, 
named  as  plaintiff  in  said  former  suit,  is  the  same  person  who 
is  the  plaintiff  in  the  present  suit ;  that  the  causes  of  action  in 
said  former  suit  are  the  same  identical  causes  of  action  men- 
tioned in  the  summons  and  complaint  in  the  present  suit,  and 
none  other ;  that  the  lien  sought  to  be  enforced  in  the  present 
suit,  and  the  conversion  alleged  in  the  present  suit,  are  the  same 
identical  lien  and  the  same  conversion  mentioned  and  alleged  in 
said  former  suit,  &c. 

The  complaint  in  the  former  action,  as  set  out  in  the  exhibit 
to  the  plea,  is  entitled  ''^  Laura  A.  McCall^  plaintiff,  v.  John  W. 
Jones,  defendant,"  and  in  these  words :  "  The  plaintiff  claims 
of  the  defendant  two  hundred  dollars  damages,  lor  that,  to-wit, 
on  1st  December,  1881,  defendant  received  and  took  from  one 
Peter  Patton  eighty  bushels  of  corn,  and,  to-wit,  about  three 
hundred  pounds  of  seed-cotton,  worth,  to-wit,  one  hundred  dol- 
lars ;  on  which  cotton  and  corn,  plaintiff  avers  that  she  then 
had,  at  the  time  the  same  was  so  taken,  a  lien  for  advances  in 
necessary  teams  and  provisions,  which  plaintiff  avers  were  made 
by  her  as  landlord  to  said  Patton  to  make  a  crop  in  1881 ;  and 
plaintiff  avers  that  she  rented,  to-wit,  thirty  acres  of  land  to  said 
Patton  for  the  year  1881,  and  advanced  to  him  in  teams  and 
provisions,  to-wit,  two  hundred  dollars ;  and  that  said  corn  and 
cotton  was  raised  on  said  land  so  rented  by  plaintiff  to  said  Pat- 
ton ;  and  that  said  advances  being  due,  and  said  defendant 
knowing  the  same  was  due,  and  knowing  that  plaintiff  had  a 
lien  thereon  for  said  advances,  received  the  same,  and  converted 
the  same  to  his  own  use,  thereby  depriving  plaintiff  thereof ;  to 
plaintiff's  damage,  two  hundred  dollars.  Plaintiff  avers,  that 
said  advances  due  by  said  Patton  are  her  statutory  separate  es- 
tate under  the  laws  of  Alabama,  she  being  a  married  woman." 

The  judgment-entry,  as  shown  by  the  exhibit,  was  as  follows : 
"  Came  the  parties,  by  their  attorneys,  and  the  plaintiff  moves 
the  court  to  amend  the  summons  and  complaint,  by  making  T. 
B.  McCall  a  party  plaintiff,  and  by  striking  out  of  the  complaint 
the  averment  that  the  damages  sued  for  are  the  separate  statu- 
tory estate  of  the  said  Laura  A.  McCall;  which  motion  is  granted. 
Thereupon  came  a  jury,"  &c.,  "  who,  being  impanelled  and 
sworn  according  to  law  well  and  truly  to  try  the  issue  joined 
between  the  parties,  on  their  oaths  say,  '  we,  the  jury,  find  for 
the  defendant.'  It  is  therefore  considered  by  the  court,  that 
the  defendant  go  hence,"  &c. 

There  was  a  demurrer  to  this  plea,  which  the  court  overruled, 
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and  the  plaintiff  then  filed  three  replications  to  it ;  the  first  al- 
leging, that  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  former  action  "  was 
rendered  upon  the  sole  question,  whether  the  parties  plaintiff  in 
said  suit  could  maintain  said  suit,  the  testimony  showing  that 
the  property  injured  was  the  equitable  sej)arate  estate  of  the  said 
Laura  McCall,  and  no  other  question  was  involved  or  decided 
in  said  suit ; "  the  second,  that  the  instrument  produced  and 
read  in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  former  suit,  as  showing  the 
plaintiff's  title,  showed  that  Mrs.  McCall's  estate  in  the  prop- 
erty was  an  equitable  separate  estate,  and  thereupon  the  court 
charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  in  that  ac- 
tion, and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  no 
other  issue  was  involved  or  decided ;  and  the  third,  that  the 
only  issue  involved  or  tried  in  the  former  suit  was  the  right  of 
the  plaintiffs,  under  the  amended  complaint,  to  recover  for  the 
conversion  of  the  property'  shown  by  tne  evidence  to  belong  to 
the  equitable  separate  estate  of  Mrs.  McCall ;  and  that  the  court 
having  excluded  from  the  jury,  as  evidence,  the  deed  under 
which  she  claimed  the  property,  and  which  was  set  out  in  the 
replication,  "  plaintiffs  thereupon  refused  to  proceed  further, 
and  thereupon  the  jury  rendered  the  verdict  set  up  in  said  plea, 
and  no  other  evidence  was  submitted  to  said  jur}',  and  no  other 
issue  was  submitted  to  them,  or  tried  by  them."  The  court 
sustained  a  demurrer  to  each  of  these  replications ;  and  issue 
being  joined  on  the  plea,  allowed  the  record  of  the  former  judg- 
ment to  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  supporting  it ;  to  which  rul- 
ing an  exception  was  reserved  bv  the  plaintiff. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  tfie  pleadings,  and  the  admission 
of  the  record  as  evidence,  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

R.  M.  Williamson,  and  Cf>oK  &  Enochs,  for  appellant,  cited 
Pickens  v.  Oliver,  29  Ala.  528 ;  BoUing  v.  Mock,  35  Ala.  727 ; 
Holley  V.  Flournoy,  54  Ala.  99 ;  Bigelmo  v.  Winsor,  1  Gray, 
Mass.  299 ;  Benz  v,  Hines,  3  Kan.  397 ;  Freeman  on  Judg- 
ments, 252. 

Watts  &  Sons,  contra,  cited  O'Neal  v.  Brown^  21  Ala.  282 ; 
Michan  and  Wife  v.  Wyatt,  21  Ala.  813 ;  Lexnis  v.  Waring, 
53  Ala.  618. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  rule  of  res  adjudicata,  or  former 
recovery,  is  confined  to  those  cases  where  the  parties  to  the  two 
suits  are  the  same,  the  subject-matter  the  same,  the  ideiiticul 
point  is  directly  in  issue,  and  the  judgment  has  heeii  rendered 
in  the  first  suit  on  that  point. — Gilhreath  v.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129 ; 
2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  609  [573] ;  Freemap  on  Judg.  |  258.  It 
is  not  only  essential  that  the  issue,  or  point  in  question,  must 
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either  have  been  actually  decided,  or  necessarily  involved  in 
the  first  case,  but  the  iirst  judgment,  sought  to  be  pleaded  in 
bar  in  the  second  suit,  will  not  be  available  as  a  defense,  unless, 
it  was  a  judgment  on  the  merits  of  the  ca^e. — McDonald  v. 
Mobile  Ilife  Ins.  Co.,  65  Ala.  358 ;  Freeman  on  Judg.  §  400 ; 
1  Greenl,  Ev.  §  528 ;  Hutchinson  v.  Dearing,  20  Ala,  798. 
And  it  is,  furthermore,  now  settled,  that  if  the  issue  in  the 
first  trial  was  broad  enough  to  cover  that  in  the  second,  extrin- 
sic or  parol  evidence,  which  is  not  contradictory  of  the  record, 
is  admissible  to  show  that  the  matters  involved  or  decided  were 
the  same. — Chamherlain  v.  Gaillard,  26  Ala.  504;  Wells'  Res 
Adj.  252,  §  297 ;  Freeman  on  Jqdg.  §§  260-263. 

As  to  what  issues  may  be  considered  as  involving  the  merits 
of  a  case,  it  is  not  always  easy  to  determine.  But  it  seem& 
generally  to  be  conceded,  that  where  a  suit  has  been  defeated 
for  non-joinder  or  misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff  before  the 
court,  a  judgment  rendered  alone  on  this  ground  can  not  be 
considered  as  a  decision  on  the  merits. — Freeman  on  Judg. 
§§  263,  266 ;  2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  673 ;  Wells'  Res.  Adj.  p. 
15,  §  19,  p.  361,  §  440,  p.  3S4,  §  455 ;  Vaughan  v.  O'Brien, 
57  Barb.  Qs.  Y.\  491 ;  Hughes  v.  Uniied  States,  4  Wall.  237 ; 
Miller  V.  Maurice,  6  Hill,  114;  Hill  v.  Huckahee,  70  Ala.  183. 

It  is  evident  that,  in  view  of  this  principle,  the  court  erred 
in  ruling  that  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  first  suit  was  a  bar 
to  the  present  action.  The  first  suit  was  brought  by  the  wife, 
Mrs.  Laura  McCall,  alone,  but  was  amended  so  as  to  join,  as  a 
co-plaintiff,  her  husband,  Tristam  B.  McCall,  who  sues  as  sole 
plaintiff  in  the  present  action.  We  thus  had  the  case  presented, 
of  husband  and  wife  suing  at  law,  as  joint  parties  plaintiff,  for 
what  the  evidence  disclosed,  to  be  the  wife's  equitable  separate 
estate,  which  had  been  previously  reduced  to  possession.  It  is 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  first  suit  could  only  have  been  insti- 
tuted by  the  husband  in  his  own  name  alone,  and  that  the  wife 
was  improperly  joined  with  him. — Pickens  v.  Oliver,  29  Ala. 
528;  Gerald  v.'McKenzie,  27  A\2L.  166.  The  fact  is  clearly 
averred  in  the  pleadings,  and  is  admitted  by  appellee's  demur- 
rer, that  the  cause  went  off  upon  the  point,  expressly  adjudged 
by  the  court,  that  the  husband  and  vnfe  co\i]d  not /om^Zy  main- 
tain such  an  action.  The  issue  decided,  therefore,  was  one  of 
misjoinder  of  parties  plaintiff,  involving  their  capacity  to  sue, 
rather  than  the  non-existence  of  a  meritorious  cause  of  action 
in  behalf  of  a  proper  plaintiff.  Although  the  husband  may 
have  had,  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  a  good  cause  of  action, 
fully  sustained  by  the  evidence ;  yet  the  action  must,  of  neces- 
sity, have  failed,  because  of  the  rule  that,  where  several  per- 
sons sue  jointly  as  plaintiffs,  they  must  show  a  joint  cause  of 
action  against  the  d^endant,  and  all  must  recover  or  none  can 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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do  80. — McLetjd  v.  McLeod,  at  present  term  ;  Javies  v.  Jaines^ 
55  Ala,  520;  Hardeman  v.  iSh/iif,  3  Ala.  747. 

There  are  no  two  opinions  about  the  legal  proposition,  that 
the  same  issue  must  he  presented  in  lK)th  suits,  in  order  that 
there  should  be  a  bar,  or  else  the  former  adjudication  can  not 
be  conclusive  between  the  litigants. — Wells'  Ties  Adj.  24<>, 
<5  282;  B<'adh  v.  Graham's  Adm'r,  66  Ala.  99.  The  question 
in  this  suit  is  not  one  of  the  misjoinder  of  proper  parties 
plaintiff — the  point  upon  which  it  was  adjudged  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  fii"8t  action  must  fail.  The  husband  sues  alone,  as 
the  trustee  of  the  wife,  for  her  equitable  separate  estate,  which 
had  already  been  reduced  to  possession,  the  contract  creating  it 
appointing  no  special  trustee;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  of 
his  capacity  to  maintain  the  suit  in  his  own  name. — Pickens  v. 
Oliver,  29  Ala.  528.  The  same  issue  not  being  presented  in 
both  suits,  and  the  first  suit  having  l)een  decided  for  misjoinder 
of  parties  plaintiff — a  technicality  not  going  to  the  merits  of 
the  case — the  judgment  pleaded  in  bar  of  this  action  is  not 
conclusive  by  way  of  estoppel,  and  the  doctrine  ot  res  adjudi- 
<}<tta  does  not  apply. 

If  the  first  action  had  been  allowed  to  proceed  to  judgment, 
the  parties  being  allowed  to  recover  on  the  merits  without  rais- 
ing tfie  question  of  misjoinder,  a  different  rule,  for  manifest 
reasons,  might  apply.  Such  was  the  case  of  Hawkins  v.  Lam- 
bert, 18  B.  Monr.  (Ky.)  106,  where  the  wife,  suing  alone  for 
her  separate  estate  without  objection,  failed  on  the  merits  of 
the  case,  no  question  being  raised  as  to  parties.  In  a  second 
suit  by  both  husband  wife,  for  the  same  cause  of  action,  the 
first  judgment  was  held  to  be  a  bar. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Harold  Brothers  &  Scott  x\  AVeaver. 

Bill  in  Bjiuity  for  Reformation  of  Conveyance  of  Land. 

1.  Statntf  of  liinit'itionK,  niui  htpne  of  time,  ait  bar  to  relief  against  mis- 
take.— The  statute  of  limitations,  or  lapse  of  time,  will  bar  e(iuitable  re- 
lief against  mistake,  as  well  as  against  fraiul ;  the  i>erio<l  of  the  har  l)e- 
ing  computed  from  the  discovery  of  the  mistake,  or  the  time  at  which,' 
by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,  it  might  have  l)eeii  discovered. 

2.  Same. — In  this  case,  the  complainant  having  been  in  the  peaceable 
possession  of  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed,  from  the  execution  of 
the  conveyance  to  him,  in  which  the  lands  were  incorret-tly  described, 
to  the  tiling  of  his  bill  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake,  a  period  of  more 
than  twenty  years,  and  having  only  recently  learned  the  mistake,  from 
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the  assertion  of  a  hostile  title  and  claim  bv  a  sub-purchaser  from  the- 
personal  representative  of  his  deceased  vendor, — the  lapse  of  time  was 
held  no  bar  to  the  reformation  of  the  deed. 

3.  Correction  of  mistake  by  voluntary  act  of  parties;  ivhen  demand  and 
refusal  is  necessary. — A  court  of  equity  will  not  interpose  to  correct  an 
innocent  mistake,  capable  of  full  correction  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the 
parties,  unless  a  demand  and  refusal  to  correct  it  is  alleged  and  proved, 
or  a  reasonable  excuse  is  shown  for  the  failure  to  ask  it ;  but,  when  the 
bill  shows  that  the  vendor  or  grantor  is  dead,  and  that  his  onlj-  heir  is 
an  infant,  this  excuses  the  failure  to  ask  such  correction,  and  justifies  a 
resort  to  a  court  of  equity. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Conecuh. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Jno.  A.  Foster. 

The  record  in  this  case  does  not  show  when  the  original  bill 
was  filed,  but  the  subpoenas  to  answer  w^ere  issued  on  the  22d 
June,  1882 ;  and  though  an  amended  bill  was  also  tiled,  it  is 
nowhere  set  out,  nor  does  the  record  show  in  what  particulars 
the  original  bill  was  amended.  The  bill  was  filed  by  George 
P.  Weaver,  against  the  partners  composing  the  firm  of  Harold 
Brothers  &  Scott,  and  against  Jesse  Howard,  Mrs.  Mary  Reid, 
and  John  H.  Jones ;  the  latter  being  the  grandson  and  only 
heir  at  law  of  Henry  Sledge,  deceased,  and  Mrs.  Reid  being 
the  widow  of  said  Sledge.  The  bill  prayed  the  reformation  of 
deeds  for  a  tract  of  land,  executed  by  the  said  Henry  Sledge 
in  his  life-time,  to  the  complainant  and  said  Jesse  Howard ; 
also,  the  reformation  of  another  deed,  by  which  said  Howard 
-conveyed  his  interest  in  the  land  to  the  complainant,  the  can- 
cellation of  the  conveyances  under  which  Harold  Brothers  & 
Scott  claimed  the  land,  and  an  account  against  them  for  waste 
and  damages. 

The  deeds  executed  by  said  Sledge  and  wife  to  the  com- 
plainant and  said  Howard,  copies  of  which  were  made  exhibits 
to  the  bill,  were  each  dated  August  21st,  1855,  and  conveyed 
by  quit-claim  only,  on  the  recited  consideration  of  ten  dollars 
in  hand  paid.  In  the  conveyance  to  the  complainant,  the  land 
was  thus  described  :  "All  that  part  of  the  south-ivest  fourth  of 
the  northeast  quarter  of  section  one  (1),  in  township  one  (1), 
range  ten  (10),  that  lies  west  of  the  Conecuh  river,  and  that 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part  [George  P.  Weaver]  has  in- 
closed with  a  fence,  containing  seven  acres  more  or  less;"  and 
the  land  conveyed  to  Howard  was  thus  described  in  his  deed : 
"  All  that  part  of  the  south-west  fourth  of  the  northeast  quar- 
ter of  section  one  (1),"  same  township  and  range,  ''that  lies 
west  of  the  Conecuh  river,  and  that  does  not  lie  within  the  in- 
closure  of  George  P.  Weaver,  containing  twelve  acres,  more 
or  less."  The  deed  executed  by  said  Howard  and  wife  to  the 
complainant,  a  copy  of  which  was  also  made  an  exhibit  to  the 
bill,  was  dated   September,  1879,  and  recited  the  payment  of 
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$65  as  its  consideration ;  the  lands  conveyed  by  it  being  de- 
scribed as  the  north-west  quarter  of  tlie  north  east  quarter  of 
said  section  one  (1),  "  and  all  that  part  of  the  south-ieest  quar- 
ter of  the  north-east  quarter  of  said  section  one  (1)  that  lies 
west  of  the  Conecuh  river,  containing  fifty-two  (52)  acres,  more 
or  less." 

The  bill  alleged,  that  said  Sledge  never  in  fact  claimed  or 
owned  any  interest  whatever  in  the  south-west  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  said  section,  and  was  not  in  possession  of 
any  part  thereof ;  but  that  he  sold,  and  intended  to  convey  to 
complainant  and  said  Howard,  "the  north-west  quarter  of  the 
south-eust  quarter  of  said  section,  and  put  them  in  possession  of 
said  land ;  that  the  lands  were  misdescribed  by  mistake  in  the 
deeds,  and  that  the  complainant  himself  then  owned  and  was 
in  possession  of  the  forty-acre  tract  described  in  the  deeds. 
It  was  alleged,  also,  that  said  Sledge  put  the  complainant  and 
Howard  in  possession  of  the  lauds  sold  and  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed, "  and  your  orator  has  continued  in  the  possession  of  said 
land,  through  himself  and  said  Howard,  claiming  said  lands  as 
his  own,  from  said  21st  August,  1855,  to  the  present  time,  ex- 
cept as  hereinafter  shown  ; "  that  Sledge  died  in  October,  1872, 
leaving  a  widow  (Mrs.  Mary  Reid)  and  an  only  grandson  (John 
H.  Jones,  who  was  still  an  infant  when  the  bill  was  tiled),  as 
his  heirs  at  law  and  distributees;  that  letters  of  administration 
on  his  estate  were  duly  granted  to  his  said  widow,  who  gave 
bond  and  qualified,  and  in  May,  1873,  acting  under  authority 
of  a  special  act  of  the  General  Assembly,  approved  April  23d, 
1873,  but  without  a  compliance  with  its  terms,  she  sold  all  the 
lands  belonging  to  the  estate,  including  therein  by  mistake  the 
land  previously  sold  to  complainant  and  Howard  ;  that  one  R. 
S.  Smith  became  the  purchaser  at  the  sale,  but  it  was  never 
confirmed ;  that  Smith  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed  to  one 
John  Dixon,  who  sold  and  conveyed  to  E.  B.  Riley,  since  de- 
ceased, who  sold  and  conveyed  to  Harold  Brothers  &  Scott. 
It  was  alleged,  also,  "that  at  the  time  said  deeds  were  executed, 
by  Mary  Sledge  (now  Reid')  to  R.  S.  Smith,  by  said  Smith  to 
John  Dixon,  and  by  said  Dixon  to  E.  B.  Riley,  your  orator  and 
said  Howard  were  in  the  possession  of  said  lands,  and  had  l)een 
for  more  than  twenty  years,  claiming  them  as  their  own,  and 
had  actually  cleared  up  a  portion  of  the  said  piece  of  land,  and 
had  well  nigh  worn  it  out  by  long  and  continued  use ;  and  said 
vendors  or  grantors  of  said  land  well  knew  that  your  orator  was 
claiming  said  land  as  his  own,  and  that  he  and  those  under 
whom  he  claims  had  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  said  lands, 
claiming  them  as  his  own,  and  exercisiiig  acts  of  ownership, 
ever  since  August  21st,  1855;  that  said  Riley,  before  he  ever 
entered  upon  said  lands,  was  notified  by  your  orator  of  his 
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•claim  and  possession,  and  also  of  the  claim  and  possession  of 
said  Jesse  Iloward,  but  notwithstanding  he  entered  upon  said 
lands,  and  l)nilt  a  mill  thereon,  and  then  conveyed  to  said  Har- 
old Brothers  &  Scott ;  and  your  orator  fully  notified  said  Har- 
old Brothers  &  Scott,  before  their  said  purchase  from  said  Ri- 
ley, or  pretended  purchase,  of  his  claim  to  said  lands,  and  that 
he  would  institute  appropriate  proceedings  to  perfect  his  title 
to  said  lands."  The  several  conveyances  under  which  Harold 
Brothers  &  Scott  entered  are  not  set  out,  nor  are  their  dates 
shown. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Harold  Brothers  &  Scott, 
assigning  the  following  (with  other)  grounds  of  demurrer :  1st, 
"because  said  bill  shows  that  more  than  twenty  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  mistake  that  is  sought  to  be  corrected,  and 
does  not  show  M^hen  it  was  first  discovered  by  complainant,  nor 
that  he  commenced  suit  as  soon  as  he  could  after  the  discovery 
of  the  mistake;"  2d,  "because  the  bill  shows  that  the  com- 
plainant was  fully  aware  of  his  rights  in  1S73,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  by  R.  S.  Smith,  and  from  thence  on  to  the  pur- 
chase by  these  defendants,  and  has  yet  remained  inactive,  tak- 
ing no  steps  for  the  enforcement  of  his  rights ;  "  3d,  "  because 
the  complainant  did  not  commence  his  suit  within  one  year 
after  the  discovery  of  the  alleged  mistake ; "  4th,  "  because  the 
complainant  has  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law." 
The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  his  decree  is  now 
.assigned  as  error. 

J.  M.  Whitehead,  for  appellants. 

John  Gamble,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  argument  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer is,  that  as  more  than  twenty  years  elapsed  after  the 
making  of  the  mistake  in  describing  the  lands,  during  which 
period  the  complainant  and  those  under  whom  he  claimed  had 
uninterrupted  possession  of  the  lands  it  was  intended  to  convey, 
the  lapse  of  time  is  a  bar  to  the  reformation  of  the  conveyance. 
There  can  be  no  doubt,  that  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  the 
lapse  of  time,  will  operate  in  a  court  of  equity  to  bar  relief 
against  mistake,  as  it  will  operate  to  bar  relief  against  fraud  ; 
and  that  the  period  of  the  bar  will  be  computed  from  the  dis- 
covery of  the  mistake,  or  the  time  at  which  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence  it  could  have  been  discovered. — 2  Story 
Eq.  §  1521  n.  And  it  may  be  admitted,  that  the  long  delay  in 
applying  for  relief  is  not  accounted  for  in  the  present  case.  It 
may  be  inferred  from  the  bill,  that  the  complainant  was  igno- 
rant of,  and  did  not  discover  the  erroneous  description  of  the 
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lands,  until  a  short  time  before  the  bill  was  tiled.  Mere  gen- 
eral or  inferential  averments  can  not  relieve  from  the  conse- 
quences of  long  and  unreasonable  delay  in  the  assertion  of 
rights. — James  v.  Javies^  55  Ala.  520.  But  we  are  not  of 
opinion,  that  in  the  present  case  the  statute  of  limitations,  or 
the  lapse  of  time,  can  be  invoked  as  a  bar  to  a  correction  of  the 
mistake.  There  has  not  been,  until  a  very  recent  period,  the 
assertion  of  any  right  hostile  to  that  of  the  complainant:  he 
has  had  open,  j^eaceable,  and  uninterrnjited  possession  of  the 
lands  it  was  intended  to  convey,  until  he  is  clothed  with  a  title 
upon  which  he  can  maintain  or  defend  all  legal  remedies  for 
the  recovery  of  the  lands.  There  is,  however,  an  error  in  the 
muniment  of  his  title,  which  may  embarrass  the  alienation  of 
the  lands;  which  is  calculated  to  engender  a  sense  of  insecurity, 
and  may  be  a  source  of  unfounded,  vexatious  litigation.  The 
court  can  properly  intervene  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake, 
under  such  circumstances,  when  it  would  refuse  to  intervene, 
if  there  had  been  the  assertion  of  a  hostile  right,  and  an  ad- 
verse possession  for  a  much  less  period  than  twenty  years. 

It  is  true,  as  insisted  in  the  argument  of  appellant's  counsel, 
that  eqnit}'  will  not  interpose  to  correct  an  innocent  mistake, 
capable  of  full  correction  by  the  voluntary  act  of  the  parties, 
unless  it  is  shown  by  allegation  and  proof,  that,  upon  applica- 
tion to  the  proper  party,  a  correction  was  refused,  or  a  reason- 
able excuse  for  the  on)ission  to  make  the  application  is  show-n. 
If  the  grantor  in  the  conveyance  were  not  dead,  and  the  heir 
at  law,  to  whom  the  legal  title  to  the  lands  has  descended,  was 
not  an  infant,  this  ground  of  demurrer  to  the  bill  would  be  well 
taken.  But  these  facts  being  true,  there  is  no  person  in  being 
capable  of  correcting  the  mistake,  and  none  to  whom  the  appli- 
cation for  that  purpose  could  be  made  properly. —  Williams  v. 
Mitchell,  30  Ala.  299. 

We  do  not  find  that  the  chancellor  erred  in  overruling  the 
demurrer,  and  the  decree  must  be  affirmed. 


Matthews  v.  McDade. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Remainder-men^  for  Sale  of  Lands  for 
Partition,  and  Account  of  Rents. 

1.  Will;  reference  to  another  paper,  at  part  thereof. — A  testator  may, 
in  his  will,  so  refer  to  another  instrument  or  wririnifexecntetl  by  him,  as 
to  make  it  a  part  of  his  will,  as  if  incorporated  therein ;  but  to  have  this 
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effect,  the  reference  must  be  so  clear  and  distinct  as  to  leave  no  reason- 
alble  ground  for  mistake  as  to  his  intention. 

2.  Conclusiveness  of  probate,  as  to  testamentary  character  of  paper. — A 
deed  of  trust  making  a  partial  disposition  of  his  property,  having  been  exe- 
cuted by  the  testator  on  the  same  day  with  his  will,  attested  by  the  same 
witnesses,  and  admitted  to  probate  with  the  will,  as  a  part  thereof,  one  of 
the  executors  being  also  made  trustee  in  the  deed ;  the  probate  is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  testamentary  character  of  the  deed,  until  reversed  on 
appeal,  or  successfully  contested  by  bill  in  equity  under  statutory  pro- 
visions (Code,  §  2336). 

3.  Execution  of  power. — In  the  execution  of  a  power  by  a  donee  or 
trustee,  a  direct  reference  to  the  power  is  not  necessary',  though  it  must 
not  be  left  uncertain  whether  the  act  was  done  in  execution  of  the  power : 
it  must  be  apparent  that  the  transaction  is  not  fairly  or  reasonably  sus- 
ceptible of  any  other  interpretation,  than  as  indicating  an  intention  to 
execute  the  power ;  and  this  intention  must  be  collected  from  all  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

4.  Same;  sale  and  conveyance  by  executor  and  trustee;  ivhether  referred 
to  power  in  will,  or  to  void  probate  decree. — Where  a  (leed  of  trust,  con- 
ferring on  the  trustee  a  power  of  sale,  was  admitted  to  probate  as  a  part 
of  the  grantor's  will,  executed  on  the  same  day,  and  referring  to  the  deed ; 
and  the  trustee,  who  was  also  the  sole  acting  executor,  procured  from  the 
Probate  Court  an  order  of  sale  which  was  invalid  and  inoperative,  sold 
the  land  five  years  afterwards,  and,  as  executor,  executed  to  the  purcha- 
ser a  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty,  but  did  not  report  the  sale  to  the 
Probate  Court;  held,  that  the  sale  would,  ut  res  magis  valeat  quam  pereat, 
be  referred  to  the  power  conferred  by  the  deed  as  part  of  the  will,  and 
not  to  the  order  of  the  court. 

5.  Same;  presumption  in  favor  of  sale,  after  twenty  years. — After  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years  from  such  sale  by  the  executor  and  trustee,  during 
which  period  the  purchaser  held  open,  notorious,  and  uninterrupted  ad- 
verse possession  of  the  land,  although  the  title  of  the  remainder-men 
might  not  be  barred,  if  the  power  was  not  legally  executed  ;  yet  a  pre- 
sumption would  arise  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  sale,  and  the  court 
would  incline  to  draw  inferences  favorable  to  its  validity. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  tiled  on  the  29th  August, 
1876,  by  James  A.  McDade  and  others,  surviving  children  of 
j^ancy  E.  McDade,  deceased,  and  grandchildren  of  James  Mc- 
Dade, deceased,  against  Alexander  W.  McDade  and  Catherine 
L.  Matthews;  and  sought  a  sale,  for  partition,  of  certain  lands, 
in  which  the  complainants  claimed  an  interest  as  remainder- 
men, under  a  deed  of  trust  executed  by  their  said  grandfather, 
and  an  account  of  the  rents  received  by  Mrs.  Matthews,  who 
claimed  under  a  purchase  at  a  sale  made  by  the  said  Alexander 
McDade,  the  trustee  in  the  deed. 

The  deed  under  which  the  complainants  claimed  an  interest 
in  the  lands,  and  a  copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to  their 
bill,  was  dated  May  25th,  1850,  and  attested  by  three  witnesses ; 
and  it  conveyed  to  said  Alexander  W.  McDade,  as  trustee,  a 
tract  of  land  containing  about  four  hundred  acres,  eleven  negro 
slaves,  farming  utensils,  &c.,  "in  consideration  of  the  uses  and 
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trusts  hereinafter  mentioned  and  to  be  performed,  as  well  as 
love  and  affection  for"  the  grantors  children  ;  "  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  said  lands,  negroes,  and  other  property,  unto  the  said 
Alexander  W,  McDade,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  in  trust  nevertheless  for  the  uses  and  purposes 
hereinafter  mentioned  ;  and  first,  in  trust  to  suffer  and  permit 
me,  the  said  James  McDade,  to  have,  use,  possess  and  enjoy  all 
of  the  said  property,  to  my  own  use,  during  my  life  ;  and  after 
my  death,  in  further  trust,  that  whereas  I  have  made  sundry 
advances  to,  and  paid  money  for  these  my  five  children,  as  fol- 
lows: to  my  daughter  Henrietta  Campbell,  the  wife  of  Thomas 
Campbell,  $3,194;  to  my  son,  William  McDade,  $1,'869;  to 
Martha  Tatum,  the  wife  of  Henry  Tatum,  $2,664;  to  Alexan- 
der W.  McDade,  $1,978 ;  and  to  Nancy  E,  McDade,  the  wife 
of  James  McDade,  $G\)6 — these  several  sums  embracing  the 
amounts  advanced,  with  interest  up  to  May  25th,  1850;  and 
whereas  I  desire  to  make  them  equal  participants  of  my  bounty  ; 
and  whereas  the  property  herein  mentioned  is  intended  to  in- 
vest a  life-estate  only  in  my  said  several  children,  and  in  my 
daughters  to  their  sole  and  separate  use,  free  from  the  control, 
debts  and  contracts  of  their  respective  husbands :  in  further 
trust,  therefore,  to  divide  and  distribute  the  said  property  here- 
by conveyed,  among  the  said  several  children  herein  named, 
the  said  Alexander  W.  McDade  among  the  number ;  he  retain- 
ing his  part  in  such  manner  at  first,  charging  each  child  with 
what  may  have  been  advanced  and  paid  to  or  for  such  child  or 
her  imsband  {()  *  will  make  the  share,  added  to  such  advance, 
equal ;  and  the  share  assigned  to  each  child,  or  retained,  is  to 
be  held  by  such  child  for  life  only ;  and  the  remainder,  at  the 
death  of  any  child,  is  to  vest  in  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the 
deceased,  or  may  be  born  within  nine  months  after  the  death  of 
the  father;  *  the  shares  attached  and  assigned  to  my  daughters 
to  be  held  to  their  sole  and  separate  use  during  their  respective 
life-times,  free  from  the  control,  debts  and  contracts  of  their  re- 
spective husbands.  But,  if  any  of  my  said  children  should  die, 
without  heirs  of  their  body  living  at  the  time  of  their  death,  or 
may  be  born  in  nine  months  thereafter ;  then,  in  such  case,  the 
share  so  attached  to  the  deceased  shall  revert  and  vest  in  the 
said  trustee,  and  estate  created  by  this  deed  to  be  divided  among 
the  other  surviving  children  mentioned  in  this  deed,  *  and  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  such  as  may  have  departed  this  life,  living  at 
the  time  of  the  death  of  such  child  so  dying  without  heirs  of 
their  body  ;  to  the  children  above  named  surviving,  during  their 
lives,  according  to  the  terms  of  this  deed,  and  the  heirs  of  the 

*  The  reporter  can  only  copy  from  the  transcript,  and  does  not  know 
whether  the  evident  omissions  are  in  the  original  deed,  or  are  mistaken 
on  the  part  of  the  register. — J.  W.  S. 
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body  of  such  as  have  departed  this  life,  in  fee  ;  and  to  avoid  any 
litigation  in  the  premises,  if  the  parties  can  not  agree  npon  and 
make  a  satisfactory  division,  it  shall  be  their  duty  to  select  three 
respectable  and  disinterested  persons  to  make  a  division  for 
them  ;  but,  if  they  can  not  agree  npon  a  division,  or  upon  the 
persons  to  make  a  division  for  them,  then,  on  the  application 
of  them,  or  any  one  of  them,  to  the  person  holding  at  the  time 
the  office  of  judge  of  the  Probate  or  Orphans'  Court  of  said 
county,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  judge  to  nominate  and  ap- 
point three  respectable  and  disinterested  persons ;  and  if  any  of 
the  three  persons  so  appointed  fail  or  refuse  to  act,  to  appoint 
from  time  to  time  others  in  the  place  of  such  as  may  fail  or  re- 
fuse to  act ;  and  tlie  division  made  by  the  persons  so  appointed 
or  agreed  upon  shall  be  final  and  conclusive  ;  and  the  said  Alex- 
ander W.  McDade  may,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  my  death, 
as  trustee  herein  mentioned,  sell  and  convey  said  land,  or  any 
part  thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  full,  fair  and  equal 
division  of  the  same,  according  to  the  terms  herein  expressed. 
In  witness  whereof,"  &c.  This  instrument  was  proved  and  ad- 
mitted to  record  as  a  deed,  on  proof  by  one  of  the  subscribing 
witnesses,  June  24th,  1850. 

On  the  same  day  this  deed  was  executed  (May  25th,  1850), 
and  in  the  presence  of -the  same  attesting  witnesses,  said  James 
McDade  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament,  con- 
taining the  following  provisions  :  "  First,  I  direct  all  my  debts 
to  be  paid,  so  soon  as  there  is  money  enough  belonging  to  my 
estate  to  do  so.  By  deed  of  trust,  bearing'  date  with  this  my 
last  will  and  testament,  made  to  my  son  Alexander  W.  Mc- 
Dade, and  signed  and  sealed  by  me  in  the  presence  of  John  F. 
Mitchell,  Alexander  Carter  and  Robert  S.  Wilson,  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses,  I  have  set  apart  a  portion  of  my  (estate)  property 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  five  following  named  children 
and  their  heirs :  Henrietta  Campbell  (the  wife  of  Thomas 
Campbell),  WilliamMcDade,  Martha  Tatum  (the  wife  of  Henry 
Tatum),  Alexander  W.  McDade  (the  trustee),  and  Nancy  E, 
McDade  (the  wife  of  James  McDade.)  In  consideration  of  the 
natural  love  and  affection  which  I  bear  to  my  two  youngest 
children,  not  mentioned  in  said  deed  of  trust — that  is  to  say, 
Helen  Union  McDade,  and  Richard  F.  M.  McDade — and  to  my 
beloved  wife,  Sarah  McDade,  I  give  and  bequeath  the  follow- 
ing named  real  and  personal  property  and  estate  " — namely,  a 
plantation  containing  about  nine  hundred  acres,  on  which  he  then 
resided,  about  twenty  slaves,  and  other  personal  property  ;  "  also, 
five  hundred  bushels  of  corn,  if  so  much  may  be  made  the 
present  year  on  my  prairie  plantation  mentioned  in  said  deed 
of  trust,  and  the  entire  crop  of  cotton  that  may  be  made  the 
present  year  on  my  said  prairie  plantation.     .    .     And  it  is  my 
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wish  and  desire,  that  all  property  given  by  me,  by  this  my  last 
will  and  testament,  to  my  said  daughter  Helen  U.  McDade,  in 
ease  she  should  marry,  sliall  be  held  by  her  in  her  own  name, 
for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit,  free  from  the  control, 
debts  and  contracts  of  her  husband ;  and  if  Helen  aiid  Richard, 
or  both  of  them,  should  die,  not  leaving  heirs  of  their  bodies  or 
body  as  the  case  may  be.  the  property  as  their  portion  men- 
tioned in  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  I  direct,  is  to  be  vest- 
ed in  my  son,  Alexander  W.  McDade,  in  accordance  with  and 
agreeable  with  a  deed  of  trust  which  I  have  made,  bearing  date 

of  this  day,  month  and  3'ear,  and  witnessed  by ,  for  an 

equal  distribution  among  my  sons  and  daughters  mentioned  in 
said  deed  of  trust,  according  to  the  terms  thereof,  and  general 
directions  of  the  same;  and  of  such  property,  Helen  and  Rich- 
ard, surviving  the  other,  will  receive  a  portion  of  the  same 
equal  with  those  mentioned  in  said  trust  deed.  And  the  prop- 
erty set  apart  by  this  my  last  will  and  testament  for  my  wife  is 
to  vest  in  Alexander  W.  McDade,  as  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of 
all  my  children,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  trust 
mentioned  above  ;  Helen  and  Richard  to  share,  and  share  alike, 
in  such  property  as  may  at  the  death  of  my  wife  vest  in  Alex- 
ander W.  McDade,  as  trustee,  &c.,  with  those  whom  I  have  al- 
ready mentioned  in  the  deed  of  trust.  .  .  I  hereby  appoint 
my  wife  and  my  son  Alexander  W.  McDade  as  executors  of 
this  my  last  will  and  testament,"  «fec. 

The  testator  died  soon  afterwards,  and  on  the  9th  July,  1850, 
the  deed  of  trust  and  the  will  were  together  admitted  to  pro- 
bate, as  and  for  his  last  will  and  testament,  by  an  order  and  de- 
cree of  the  Probate  Court  of  Montgomery.  The  decree  admit- 
ting the  papers  to  probate,  after  reciting  the  appearance  of  the 
adult  parties  by  attorney,  and  of  the  nifants  by  guardian  ad 
litem,  and  that  no  one  appeared  to  contest  the  probate,  pro- 
ceeds thus :  "  And  it  appearing  that  the  said  James  McDade 
executed  his  last  will  and  testament  on  two  separate  parcels  or 
sheets  of  paper,  both  of  which  bear  the  same  date,  and  are  at- 
tested by  the  same  witnesses  on  the  same  day  ;  and  John  W. 
Mitchell,  Alexander  Carter,  and  Robert  S.  "Wilson,  subscribing 
witnesses  to  the  said  papers,  coming  into  open  court,  and,  being 
first  duly  sworn,  depose  and  say  that  they  saw  the  said  James 
McDade  signed  and  seal  the  said  papers  as  his  last  will  and  tes- 
tament, and  that  they  signed  the  said  pai)ers  as  witnesses,  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  James  McDade,  at  his  instance  and  request, 
and  in  the  presence  of  each  other,  and  that  the  said  James  Mc- 
Dade w.is  at  the  time  of  a  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  men- 
ory ;  it  is  therefore  considered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by  the 
court,  that  the  said  papers,  one  of  which  refers  to  and  recog- 
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nizes  the  other,  be  admitted  to  probate,  and  established  as  tlie 
last  will  and  testament  of  said  James  McDade,  deceased." 

On  the  22d  July,  1850,  the  widow  filed  her  waiver  of  the 
right  to  letters  testamentary,  and  her  written  dissent  from  the 
will,  and  claimed  her  dower  and  distributive  interest  as  secured 
by  statute  ;  and  a  life-estate  in  one-third  of  all  the  lands  was 
thereupon  set  apart  and  allotted  to  her,  by  the  decree  of  the 
court,  as  her  dower  interest,  the  lands  so  assigned  her  not  in- 
cluding any  part  of  the  prairie  plantation.  Letters  testamen- 
tary were  afterwards  granted  to  said  Alexander  W.  McDade 
(at  what  time  the  record  does  not  show),  as  sole  executor.  On 
the  26th  December,  1850,  the  executor  filed  his  petition  in  said 
Probate  Court,  alleging  that,  in  consequence  of  the  widow's 
dissent  from  the  will,  "  it  appears  that  the  estate  of  said  James 
McDade  can  not  be  administered  in  conformity  with  his  last 
will  and  testament,"  and  asking  an  order  for  the  distribution 
of  the  slaves  ;  and  the  court  thereupon  appointed  commission- 
ers, who  divided  the  slaves  among  the  parties  in  interest.  On 
the  23d  September,  1850,  the  executor  filed  another  petition  in 
said  Probate  Court,  alleging  that  the  lands  belonging  to  the  es- 
tate, which  were  particularly  described,  embracing  the  prairie 
plantation  and  the  plantation  on  which  the  testator  resided  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  "  can  not  be  equally,  fairly,  and  benefi- 
cially divided  among  the  said  heirs  and  devisees  thereof,  with- 
out a  sale,"  and  asking  an  order  of  sale  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing division  and  distribution  among  them.  Under  this  petition 
an  order  of  sale  was  granted,  but  at  what  time  does  not  appear, 
except  inferentially  from  its  recitals  that  the  defendants  were 
summoned  to  appear  on  the  5th  November,  1850 ;  and  this  or- 
der and  decree,  which  is  regular  in  all  respects,  and  recites  that 
the  testimony  taken  "  shows  that  a  sale  is  necessary  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  a  distribution  among  the  heirs  at  law  of  said 
decedent,"  directs  "  the  said  Alexander  W.  McDade,  executor 
as  aforesaid,"  to  proceed  to  make  the  sale. 

On  the  6th  January,  1851,  a  report  of  the  sale  was  made  by 
the  executor,  stating  that  he  had  made  the  sale,  "  as  executor 
as  aforesaid,"  on  the  18th  December,  1850;  and  that  William 
McDade  became  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  of  the  tract  of  land 
called  the  prairie  plantation,  containing  four  hundred  acres  (be- 
ing the  lands  involved  in  this  suit),  "  at  the  price  of  $5.40  per 
acre,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $2,160,  and  has  complied  with 
the  terms  of  sale."  On  the  return  of  this  report,  the  court 
made  an  order,  which  is  without  date,  in  these  words :  "  This 
day  came  A.  W.  McDade,  executor  of  the  estate  of  James  Mc- 
Dade, deceased,  and  made  a  report  of  the  sale  of  certain  real 
estate  belonging  to  said  deceased  ;  from  which  said  report  it  ap- 
pears that  said  executor,"  having  first  given  due  notice  by  pub- 

VOL.  I,XXII. 


1882]  OF  ALA.BAMA.  888 

fMatthews  v.  McDade.] 

lication,  "proceeded  to  sell  said  lands  upon  the  premises,  on  the 
18th  day  of  December,  1850;  and  that  William  McDade,  at 
said  sale,  became  the  highest  and  best  bidder  for  "  the  tract  of 
land  involved  in  this  suit,  "containing  four  hundred  acres, 
more  or  less,  at  the  price  of  $5.40  per  acre,  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  $2,160,  and  has  complied  with  the  terms  of  sale.  It  is 
therefore  adjudged  and  decreed  by  the  court,  that  A.  W.  Mc- 
Dade, executor  as  aforesaid,  proceed  to  convey  and  set  over  to 
the  said  William  McDade,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  right, 
title,  interest  or  estate,  which  the  said  James  McDade  had  or 
held  in  and  to  the  above-named  land  at  the  time  of  his  death." 
In  June,  1853,  said  executor  ms^de  a  final  settlement  of  his  ac- 
counts and  a  distribution  of  the  estate,  and,  producing  the  re- 
ceipts of  the  several  heirs  and  distributees  for  the  amounts  due 
them  respectively,  the  decrees  in  their  favor  were  entered  satis- 
fied ;  the  decree  reciting  that,  "  in  consequence  of  the  widow's 
dissent  from  the  will,  in  connection  with  the  peculiar  and  con- 
flicting terms  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  said  James  Mc- 
Dade, it  is  necessary  to  distribute  said  estate  as  in  case  of  intes- 
tacy." 

On  the  27tli  December,  1855,  said  A.  W.  McDade,  profess- 
ing to  act  as  executor,  executed  to  said  William  McDade  a  deed 
for  said  tract  of  land,  the  material  portions  of  the  deed  being 
in  these  words :  "  Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  A. 
W.  McDade,  executor  of  the  estate  of  James  McDade,  deceased, 
for  and  in  consideration  of  twenty -two  hundred  dollars  to  me  in 
hand  paid  b}*  William  McDade,"  the  receipt  whereof  is  ac- 
knowledged, "  do  hereb}'  bargain,  sell,  enfeoff  and  confirm  unto 
the  said  William  McDade,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  following 
tract  or  parcel  of  land  ; "  "  and  I  do  covenant  with  the  said 
William  McDade,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  that  I  am,  as  executor  of 
the  estate  of  James  McDade,  deceased,  lawfully  seized  in  fee  of 
the  said  premises ;  that  I,  the  said  A.  W.  McDade,  executor  of 
said  estate,  do  relinquish  all  right,  title  and  claim  to  said  land ; 
that  I  have  a  good  right  to  sell  and  convey  the  same  to  the  said 
William  McDade,  his  heirs  or  assigns ;  and  that  I  do  warrant  and 
defend  the  said  premises  unto  the  said  William  McDade,  his 
heirs  or  assigns  forever,  against  the  lawful  claims  and  demands 
of  all  persons.  In  witness  whereof,"  &c.  William  McDade 
took  possession  of  the  land  under  his  purchase  from  said  exe- 
cutor, but  at  what  time  does  not  appear,  and  afterwards  sold 
and  conveyed  to  Geo.  H.  B.  Mattnews;  and  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  widow  of  said  Matthews,  was  in  possession  claim- 
ing under  him. 

Mrs,  Nancy  E,  McDade,  the  mother  of  the  complainants, 
died  in  1864,  her  children  being  all  infants  at  that  time ;  and 
the  eldest  attained  his  majority  m  April,  1875.     In  their  origi- 
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iial  bill,  the  complainants  set  up  the  deed  of  trust  to  said  A.  W. 
McDade,  as  a  deed  ;  claiinirifij  that  the  sale  to  William  McDade 
was  without  authority,  and  tliat  they,  as  remainder-men  on  the 
death  of  their  mother,  were  entitled  to  one-fifth  part  of  the 
property  conveyed  by  the  deed  ;  and  asking  that  the  lands  be 
sold  for  division,  and  that  they  be  paid,  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale,  the  amount  ascertained  to  be  due  to  their  mother,  on  the 
statement  of  an  account  among  the  several  beneficiaries  named 
in  the  deed.  Mrs.  Matthews,  in  her  answer,  set  up  the  proceed- 
ings had  in  the  Probate  Court,  in  the  matter  of  the  probate  of 
the  will  and  the  sale  of  the  land  ;  copies  of  which  several  pro- 
ceedings, as  above  stated,  were  made  exhibits  to  her  answer. 
She  contended  that  the  probate  of  the  paper  as  a  will  was  con- 
clusive on  all  the  parties  interested  in  the  estate,  and  alleged 
that  tjie  decree  of  the  court,  assuming  jurisdiction  of  the  estate 
as  in  case  of  intestacy,  was  not  only  rendered  necessary  by  the 
widow's  dissent  from  the  will,  but  was  rendered  by  the  com- 
mon consent  and  agreement  of  all  the  adult  heirs ;  that  the  lands 
were  also  sold  by  like  consent  and  agreement,  and  the  order  of 
sale  was  obtained  because  it  was  thought  doubtful  whether  the 
executor  could  make  a  valid  sale  without  an  order  of  court; 
that  the  final  distribution  of  the  estate  was  also  made  by  com- 
mon consent  of  all  the  parties  in  interest,  and  that  the  com- 
plainants' mother  received,  on  this  distribution,  a  greater  share 
of  the  assets  than  she  was  entitled  to  under  the  deed.  She  set 
up  these  proceedings  in  the  Probate  Court  ^s  a  plea  in  bar,  and 
pleaded  adverse  possession  and  the  statutes  of  limitations  of  ten 
and  twenty  years ;  and  also  demurred  to  the  bill,  for  want  of 
equity,  and  on  account  of  the  staleness  of  the  demand.  The 
complainants  afterwards  amended  their  bill,  by  alleging  the  pro- 
bate of  the  deed  as  a  part  of  the  will ;  but  they  insisted  that, 
whether  the  instrument  was  held  to  be  a  deed  or  a  will,  the 
power  of  sale  had  never  been  legally  executed,  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  in  their  original  bill. 

The  chancellor  overruled  the  demurrers  and  the  pleas,  and 
held  that  the  complainants  were  entitled  to  relief  as  prayed  in 
their  bill ;  that  the  sale  of  the  lands  by  the  executor  was  made 
under  tlie  probate  decree,  and  was  not  a  valid  execution  of  the 
power,  whether  the  instrument  creating  it  was  regarded  as  a 
deed  or  as  a  part  of  the  will.  The  defendant  appeals  from  this 
decree,  and  here  assigns  each  part  of  it  as  error. 

Clopton,  Herbert  &  Chambers,  for  appellant. — (1.)  The 
testamentary  character  of  the  deed  of  trust  is  conclusively  es- 
tablished by  its  probate  as  a  part  of  the  will. — Desloiide  v.  Dar- 
rlngton,  29  Ala.  92;  Blakey  v.  Blakey,  33  Ala.  61.1  ;  Herbert 
V.  Ilanrick,  16  Ala.  581;  Peacock  v.  Monk^  1  Vesey,  127; 
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Tompkins  v.  Ladhroke^  2  Vesey,  591  ;  1  Jarnian  on  Wills,  5th 
Aiuer.  ed.,  37,  note  10;  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  426.  (2.) 
Although  the  Probate  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  execute  a 
trust,  it  has  power  to  declare  the  invalidity  of  a  Ijeiiuest  creat- 
ing a  trust. — Johnson  v.  Zong/nire,  39  Ala.  146.  That  court 
had  jurisdiction  to  make  a  final  settlement  and  distribution  of 
the  funds  of  the  estate,  and  did  make  a  decree  for  that  purpose ;. 
and  that  decree  is  final  and  conclusive,  not  having  l>een  reversed 
on  error,  nor  impeached  by  bill  in  equity.  If  the  executor 
erred  in  paying  over  the  money  to  the  life-tenants,  without  re- 
quiring security  from  them,  the  remainder  men  may  iiave  re- 
course against  him,  but  they  have  no  claim  on  the  land.'  (3.) 
The  power  of  sale  conferred  on  A.  W.  McDade  was  a  pei-sonal 
trust,  and  did  not  attach  to  the  office  of  executor. —  Tarver  v. 
Haines,  55  Ala.  503.  The  Probate  Court  then  had  power  to 
order  a  sale  of  lands  for  distribution,  if  the  will  did  not  au- 
thorize the  executor  to  sell  ^and  a  copy  of  the  will  l)eing  made 
an  exhibit  to  the  petition,  and  showing  that  no  power  of  sale 
was  given  to  the  executor  (though  given  to  the  same  person  as 
trustee),  the  court  had  autliority  to  grant  an  order  of  sale. — Ar- 
Tiett  V.  Bailey,  60  Ala.  430.  If,  then,  the  sale  is  to  be  referred 
to  the  order  of  the  court,  it  must  be  sustained  as  valid.  (4.) 
But  the  executor's  deed  to  William  McDade  does  not  purport 
to  be  made  under  any  order  of  court,  and  was  not  executed  until 
after  five  years  had  elapsed, -and  two  years  after  the  decree  of 
final  distribution ;  and  it  shows  on  its  face  that  the  executor  act- 
ed under  powers  sTipposed  to  Ije  conferred  by  the  will,  of  which 
the  deed  was  a  part.  The  deed,  then,  must  be  referred  to  the 
valid  power,  and  is  a  good  execution  of  that  power. — McDon- 
ald V.  McRae,  57  Ala.  423,  (5.)  After  the  lapse  of  twenty 
years,  during  which  the  purchaser  has  had  continuous  adverse 
possession  of  the  land,  the  court  will  make  all  reasonable  pre- 
sumptions in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  sale. — Mc Arthur  v. 
Carrie,  32  Ala.  76-87 ;  Baker  v.  Prewitt,  64  Ala.  551-57 ; 
Harrison  v.  Hejiin,  54  Ala.  558;  McCartney  v.  Bone,  40  Ala.  536, 

D.  S.  Tkov,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — A  testator  may,  in  his  will,  so  refer  to 
another  instrument  or  paper  executed  by  him  as  to  construc- 
tively incorporate  it  therein,  and  the  two  in  ay  thus  be  consti- 
tuted together  but  one  instrument.  This  reference  must  be  so 
clear  and  distinct  as  that  there  can  l>e  no  reasonable  room  for 
mistake  of  intention. — 1  Jarman  on  Wills  (5th  Amer.  Ed.  1880), 
37-39;  Chambers  v.  McDaniel,  6  Ired,  L,  226;  Peucock  v. 
Monk,  1  Yesey,  1 27, 

The  deed  of  trust,  bearing  date  May  25,  1850,  was  executed 
25 
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by  the  testator,  James  McDade,  on  the  same  day  with  his  last 
will.  The  two  instruments  bear  the  same  date,  and  are  attested 
by  the  same  subscribing  witnesses.  They  both  have  reference 
to  the  same  general  subject-matter — the  distribution  of  the  tes- 
tator's property — and  the  one  expressly  refers  to  the  other. 
The  trustee  appointed  to  execute  the  one  instrument,  which  in 
form  is  a  deed  of  trust,  is  also  one  of  the  two  executors  ap- 
pointed to  execute  the  will.  Whether  these  facts  rendered  the 
two  instruments  legally  but  one,  and  constituted  their  execution 
but  a  single  testamentary  act,  in  such  manner  as  to  authorize 
the  probate  of  the  will  and  the  deed  together  as  one  paper,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  decide ;  for,  even  the  same  instrument  ma}' 
be  sometimes  construed  to  opei'ate  in  part  as  a  will,  and  in  part 
as  a  deed,  if  the  intention  to  this  end  be  clear. — KinTiehrew  v. 
KinnehretD,  35  Ala.  628.  It  is  enough  for  our  purpose,  that 
the  Probate  Court  assumed  jurisdiction,  and,  after  notice  to  all 
interested  parties,  probated  the  t^-o  instruments  unitedly,  as 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  James  McDade.  Its  jurisdiction 
in  the  matter  was  full,  exclusive,  and  final.  The  power  to  pro- 
I)ate  a  will,  necessarily  involves  the  power  to  decide  wliether 
the  paper  presented  for  probate  is  in  fact  a  loill,  or  not  a  vnll. 
Hence,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  probate  of  a  forged  paper  as 
a  vill  is  binding  and  valid  until  revoked,  and  is  conclusive  on 
collateral  assailment. — Allen  v.  Dnndas,  3  T.  P..  129;  1  Jar- 
man  on  Wills  (5th  Amer.  Ed.),  48-53.  Tiie  tsstamentary  char- 
acter of  the  paper  is  always,  in  such  cases,  a  question  of  pri- 
mary consideration,  without  the  determination  of  which  there 
can  be  no  probate  of  it.  This  question  was  settled  by  the  ac- 
tion of  the  Probate  Court,  which  is  final  and  conclusive  upon 
all  parties  in  interest,  unless  its  judgment  is  assailed  otherwise 
than  in  a  mere  collateral  prbceeding.  Its  validity  could  have 
have  been  contested  afterwards  only  by  direct  appeal,  or  by  a 
bill  in  chancery  filed,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  at 
anv  time  within  five  years  after  the  date  of  probate. — Code  of 
1876,  §  2336;  Goodman  v.  Wi7iter,  64  Ala.  410;  Hairs  Heirs 
V.  Hall,  47  Ala.  296 ;  Deslonde  v.  Da?'rinffton,  29  Ala.  92  ; 
Hardy  v.  Hardy'' s  Heirs,  26  Ala  524 ;  1  Jarman  on  Wills  (5th 
Amer.  Ed.  1880),  48-53. 

These  views  are  pertinent,  chiefly,  in  their  bearing  upon  the 
■execution  of  a  fower  vested  by  the  deed  of  trust  in  Alexander 
McDade,  who  was  both  trustee  under  this  instrument,  and  the 
sole  acting  executor  under  the  will.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  power  can  be  construed  to  have  been  properly  executed,  so 
as  to  affect  the  rights  of  the  complainants.  McDade,  as  trustee, 
had  conferred  on  him  by  the  testator  the  jpoioer  to  sell  the  land 
in  controversy,  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  death  of  the 
testator,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  division  among  those  en- 
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titled.  He  did  make  a  sale  and  conveyance  of  it,  to  one  Wil- 
liam McT3ade,  through  privit}'  with  whom  tne  appellant  claims 
title.  We  are  to  determine  whether  this  sale  and  conveA'ance 
are  referable  to  the  power,  and  were  intended  as  an  execution 
of  it.  If  so,  they  oj)erate  to  cut  off  the  reinainder  created  in 
the  apjjellees,  and  possession  under  the  deed  for  over  twenty 
years,  with  claim  of  adverse  possession,  has  matured  into  a  good 
title. 

We  take  the  rule  as  settled,  that  while,  in  the  execution  of  a 
power,  the  donee  or  trustee  of  the  power  must  not  leave  it  un- 
certain whether  or  not  the  act  done  is  in  execution  of  the  power, 
a  direct  reference  to  the  power  is  never  necessary  in  order  to 
make  the  act  referable  to  it. — 2  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  ^  1062  a.  In 
other  words,  "  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  intention  to  execute 
a  power  shall  appear  by  express  terras,  or  recitals  in  the  instru- 
ment. It  is  sufficient  that  if  shall  appear  by  words,  acts,  or 
deeds,  demonstrating  the  intention." — Ih.  §  1062  a,  note  5 : 
Mc Roe's  Adrti'r  v.  McDonald,  57  Ala.  423.  It  must  be  ap- 
parent that  the  transaction  in  question  is  not  fairly  or  reason- 
ably susceptible  of  any  other  interpretation,  than  as  indicating 
an  intention  to  execute  the  power;  and  this  intention  is  to  be 
collected  from  all  the  circumstances. — Sir  Edward  Clere''s  case, 
6  Co.  R.  17;  Porneroy  v.  Partington,  3  Term  R.  665. 

The  deed  made  by  Alexander  McDade,  to  William  McDade, 
is  dated  December  27,  1855,  and  contains,  it  is  true,  no  refer- 
ence to  the  power.  It  is  insisted,  however,  that  this  convey- 
ance may  be  as  well  referred  to  the  poicer  conferred  by  the 
Prohate  Court  upon  the  executor,  authorizing  him  to  sell, 
which  he  seems  to  have  previously  obtained  on  application  to 
that  tribunal.  It  was  manifestly,  ice  think,  intended  as  an  ex- 
eeidion  of  the  one  poicer,  or  of'  the  other.  If  referred  to  the 
will,  its  execution  will  be  operative  and  valid.  If  referred  to 
the  order  of  the  Probate  Court,  it  will  be  inoperative  and  in- 
valid :  for  it  needs  no  argument  to  show,  that  this  court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  under  the  circumstances,  to  make  this  order  of  sale, 
which  was  therefore  a  nullity. — McRae^'s  AdmW  ih  McDonald, 
57  Ala.  423.  In  such  cases,  the  inclination  of  the  court  is,  al- 
ways, to  refer  the  act  to  the  valid  power,  so  as  to  afford  some 
field  for  its  operation,  upon  the  maxim,  Ut  res  magis  valeat, 
qnam ]}ereat,  if  this  can  be  done  consistently  with  other  pre- 
vailing rules  of  eonstiruction. —  Clere''s  case,  6  Co.  R.  s^qyra;  2 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.  (Redf.  Ed.)  §  1062  a,  note  5,  p.  267. 

Tiie  deed  under  consideration  purports  to  be  made  by  Alex- 
ander McDade,  in  his  capacity  as  eocecutor  of  James  McDade. 
It  conveys  a  fee-simple  interest  in  the  lands,  and  contains  a  cov- 
enant as  executor,  not  only  of  his  right  to  sell  and  convey, 
with  a  warranty  of  title,  but  that  he  is  "  lawfully  seized  in  fee  " 
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of  the  premises  conveyed,  as  executor  of  the  last  will  and  tes- 
tament of  the  deceased.  It  was,  furthermore,  executed  more 
than  live  years  after  obtaining  the  authority  of  the  Probate 
Court  to  sell.  This  fact  is  important,  in  consideration  of  the 
further  circumstance,  that  no  report  of  sale  was  made  to  the 
Probate  Court,  and  no  authority  to  convey  was  obtained,  w-hicli 
could  only  be  granted  on  report  of  the  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  conlirmation  of  the  sale  by  fonnal  order  of  the 
court. — Code  of  1876,  §§  2467-68.  The  utter  absence  of  con- 
formity to  these  statutory  requirements,  and  the  delay  of  live 
years,  evince,  in  our  opinion,  a  clear  intention  not  to  refer  the 
deed  to  the  power  conferred  by  the  Probate  Court.  It  is  per- 
suasive of  the  conclusion  that,  after  so  great  a  lapse  of  time, 
the  executor  opened  his  eyes  to  the  fact  of  the  invalidity  of 
this  order,  and  refused,  on  this  account,  to  attempt  its  execu- 
tion. 

The  language  of  the  deed  evinces,  on  the  contrary,  a  strong 
intention  to  refer  it  to  the  power  conferred  by  the  will — or, 
what  is  the  same  thing,  to  the  power  conferred  by  the  deed  of 
trust,  which  was  j)robated,  and  considered  as  part  and  parcel  of 
the  will.  An  executor  is  often  a  trustee, — the  powers  of  a 
trustee  being  attached,  not  to  the  executorial  office,  but  to  tiie 
executor  in  his  personal  or  individual  capacity.  -Perkins  v. 
Lewis^  41  Ala.  649.  Hence,  the  covenant  of  actual  seizin  in 
the  grantor,  and  the  conveyance  by  him  of  a  fee-simple  inter- 
est, as  executor,  in  the  lands  in  question,  can  be  referred  to 
nothing  else  than  the  will.  As  we  have  said,  it  is  clearly  ref- 
erable to  one  of  the  two  powers,  and  must  have  been  intended 
as  an  execution  of  the  one  or  the  other;  and  as  it  is  obviously 
not  intended  to  be  referred  to  the  void  power,  we  are  author- 
ized to  conclude  that  the  intention,  gathered  from  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, was  to  refer  it  very  clearly  to  the  valid  powers 
conferred  by  the  will.     Id  certum  est,  quod  certura  reddi jyotest. 

There  is  another  view  of  this  case  in  harmony  with  the  con- 
clusion which  we  have  reached.  More  than  twenti/  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  execution  of  this  power,  and  the  possession  of 
the  vendee  and  those  claiming  under  him  has  been  open,  noto- 
rious, adverse,  and  uninterrupted  since  then.  And  while  the 
statute  of  limitations  can  not  be  invoked  to  bar  the  claim  of 
the  remainder-men,  if  the  power  in  question  has  never  been  so 
executed  as  to  legally  divest  their  title,  yet  a  presumption  is 
raised  by  this  lapse  of  time,  upon  another  principle,  favorable 
to  the  repose  of  appellant's  title.  Twenty  years  is  a  period  of 
time  beyond  which  the  courts  are  indisposed  to  permit  past 
human  transactions  to  be  disturbed  by  judicial  investigation. 
McArthiir  v.  Carrie's  AdirCr,  32  Ala.  75,  88  ;  Garrett  v.  Gar- 
rett, 69  Ala.  429;  Baker  v.  Prewitt,  64  Ala.  551.     In  Sims  v. 
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Aughtery  (4  Strob.  Eq.  103),  the  following  language  was  used 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina  :  "Twenty  years  con- 
tinued possession  will  raise  the  presumption  of  a  grant  from 
the  State,  of  deeds,  wills,  administrations,  sales,  partitions,  de- 
crees, and  (the  chancellor  has  said)  of  almost  anything  that  may 
be  necessary  to  the  (juieting  of  title,  which  no  one  has  disturbed 
during  all  tiiat  period." — Mc Arthur  v.  Carriers  Adrar,  sxipra^ 
pp.  91-93.  And  this  court  has  Iield,  that  this  presumption 
will  not  be  defeated  by  infancy,  coverture,  or  other  personal 
disability. — JlcCartney  r.  Btme,  40  Ala.  53G;  Gai'rett  v.  Gar- 
rett, supra.  Xor  will  its  operation  be  suspended  by  causes 
which  liave  been  legally  adjudged  to  suspend  the  running  of 
statutes  of  limitation. — Harrison  v.  Heliin,  54  Ala.  552.  It  is 
in  accord  with  the  spirit  of  this  principle  tliat  the  statute  inter- 
venes to  prevent  any  legal  disability  ironl  being  permitted  to 
so  operate  as,  under  any  circumstances,  to  authorize  the  probate 
of  a  will  to  be  disturbed  after  the  japse  of  twenty  years  (Code 
of  1876,  ^  2338);  or,  in  fact,  to  authorize  any  disability  to  ex- 
tend the  period  of  limitation  be3'oud  twenty  3'ears  from  the 
time  the  cause  of  action  accrued. — Code,  §  3236.  It  would  be 
but  a  just  application,  we  think,  of  this  rule  of  presumption, 
to  permit  it  to  be  invoked,  in  order  to  impart  probability  to  the 
regular  and  proper  execution  of  a  power  by  a  trustee,  or  an 
executor.  It  should,  at  least,  incline  the  mind  of  the  court  to 
draw  inferences  from  the  facts  favorable  to  the  repose  of  titles, 
which  may  be  affected  by  the  execution  of  such  a  power.  This 
we  are  disposed  to  do,  and  we  need  extend  the  principle  no 
farther  at  present. 

These  views  must  operate  to  reverse  the  decree  of  the  chan- 
cellor, and  necessarily  result  in  a  dismissal  of  complainants' 
bill ;  and  a  judgment  to  this  effect  is  accordingly  ordered  to  be 
rendered  in  this  court. 


Ex  parte  Robinson. 

Application  /or  Mandamus  to  Chancellor,  in  matter  of  Tax- 
ation of  ( 'osts. 

1.  Costs  in  chancer fi. — In  the  imposition  of  costs,  the  chancellor  ex- 
ercises a  legal  discretion,  governed  by  precedents  and  by  general  rules 
applicable  to  the  varying  circumstances  of  particular  cases ;  and  this  ilis- 
cretion  is  fully  exercised  and  exhausted,  when  a  decree  for  the  i)ayment 
of  costs  is  embodied  in  a  final  decree  settling  the  equities  of  the  case, 
defining  and  declaring  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
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2.  Same  ;  final  decree  as  to,  not  amendable  or  revisable  at  subsequent 
term. — While  clerical  errors  maj'  be  corrected  at  a  sulisequent  term,  the 
sentence  and  judgment  of  the  court — that  which  has  been  deliberately 
ordered  and  adjudged  in  the  final  decree — can  not  be  changed  or  modi- 
fied at  a  subsequent  term  ;  and  this  is  as  true  of  that  part  of  the  decree 
which  adjudges  the  costs,  as  of  any  other  part. 

This  was  an  application,  by  petition,  by  Patrick  Robinson 
and  W.  T.  Hatcliett  (the  latter  in  his  representative  character 
as  administrator  of  the  insolvent  estate  of  Jolin  Lawler,  de- 
ceased), for  a  writ  of  mandamus  directed  to  Hon.  John  A. 
FosTEK,  chancellor,  presiding  in  the  Chancery  Conrt  at  Mont- 
gomery, requiring  him  to  vacate  and  set  aside  a  decree  rendered 
in  a  cause  pending  in  said  court,  in  the  matter  of  the  appor- 
tionment of  costs.  A  transcript  of  tlie  record  of  the  cause, 
showing  the  proceedings  had  therein,  was  made  an  exhibit  to 
the  petition  filed  in  this  conrt,  from  which  these  facts  appear: 
In  February,  1874,  Patrick  Robinson,  claiming  to  be  the  owner 
of  a  judgment  rendered  against  William  T.  Hatcliett  as  the 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  John  Lawler,  deceased,  filed  his 
bill  in  said  Chancery  Court,  against  said  Hatchett  as  adminis- 
trator, and  against  the  Montgomery  Mutual  Building  and  Loan 
Association,  a  domestic  corporation ;  alleging  that  said  Lawler 
in  his  life-time  had  executed  to  said  corporati^  n  a  mortgage  to 
secure  a  note  given  for  money  borrowed;  that  Lawler's  estate 
had  been  declared  insolvent,  and  that  the  association  was  pro- 
ceeding to  foreclose  the  mortgage  by  a  sale  unJer  the  power 
therein  contained,  and  was  claiming  usurious  interest  and  ille- 
gal charges  in  excess  of  the  amount  justly  due  on  the  debt. 
The  bill  pra)'ed  an  injunction  of  the  sale  under  the  mortgage, 
a  discovery  and  account  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  general  re- 
lief. An  answer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  defendant  associa- 
tion, denying  the  charge  of  usury,  and  demurring  to  the  bill 
on  various  grounds  specifically  assigned.,  An  answer  was  filed 
by  the  administrator,  admitting  all  the  allegations  of  the  bill; 
and  he  also  filed  a  cross-bill,  charging  usury  in  the  mortgage 
debt,  and  asking  a  discovery  and  account.  At  the  October 
terni,  1882,  of  said  court,  a  decree  was  rendered  in  said  cause 
as  follows :  "  This  cause,  coming  on  to  be  further  heard,  was 
submitted  on  the  original  and  cross  bills,  upon  the  pleadings, 
former  decrees,  testimony  heretofqre  offered,  and  report  of  the 
register  confirmed  at  this  term  of  the  court.  It  appears  from 
said  report  that,"  after  deducting  all  credits,  the  amount  due  to 
the  said  association  is  $300.68 ;  and  it  is  therefore  adjudged 
that  tiie  association  is  entitled  to  have  the  property  conveyed 
by  the  mortgage  sold  in  satisfaction  of  this  balance,  and  the 
register  is  ordered  to  make  the  sale ;  and  the  decree  then  pro- 
ceeds :  "  The  register  will  pay  over  to  the  solicitor  or  other 
Vol.  lxxk. 
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authorized  agent  of  said  association,  ont  of  the  proceeds  of  said 
sale,  the  said  sum  of  !^300.08,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
14th  October,  1882,  to  the  day  of  payment,  less  the  costs  of 
this  cause,  if  the  said  proceeds  shall  amount  to  that  much ;  and 
if  such  proceeds  shall  not  amount  to  that  much,  then  the  regis- 
ter will  pay  over  as  aforesaid  whatever  sum  shall  have  been  re- 
alized, less  the  costs  of  this  cause.  After  paying  as  above 
prescribed,  the  register  will  pay  over  to  said  W.  T.  Ilatchett, 
the  complainant  in  the  cross-bill,  the  balance  of  said  proceeds, 
less  the  amount  retained  for  costs,  if  any  there  shall  be,  to  be 
by  him  administered  as  assets  of  the  estate  of  said  John  Law- 
ler,  deceased,  under  the  orders  and  decrees  of  the  Probate 
Court  of  Montgomery.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  by  the  court,  that  the  Montgomery  Mutual  Building 
and  Loan  Association,  defendant  to  the  original  and  cross  bills, 
shall  pay  all  the  costs  of  this  cause,  to  be  retained  as  above  pro- 
vided." At  the  next  ensuing  term  of  the  court,  on  motion  of 
the  defendant  association,  the  chancellor  modified  the  decree 
as  to  the  payment  of  costs,  and  apportioned  them  between  said 
association  and  the  administrator,  imposing  one-half  on  each. 
On  a  subsequent  da\'  of  tlie  term,  a  motion  was  made  by  Robr 
inson,  the  complainant  in  the  original  bill,  for  a  revocation  of 
this  order,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  could  not  thus  change 
the  final  decree  rendered  at  the  preceding  term.  The  chancel- 
lor overruled  and  refused  this  motion,  and  his  refusal  is  the 
ground  of  the  application  to  this  court. 

Sayre  &  Gkavks,  for  the  petitioners. 

D.  Cloptox,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — In  the  imposition  of  costs,  the  chancel- 
lor exercises  a  legal  discretion,  governed  by  precedent,  and  by 
general  rules  applicable  to  the  varying  circumstances  of  par- 
ticular cases.  But  this  discretion  is  exercised  and  exhausted, 
when  a  decree  for  the  payment  of  costs  is  embodied  in  a  final 
decree  settling  the  equities  of  the  case,  and  defining  and  declar- 
ing the  rights  of  the  parties.  If  from  such  a  decree  an  appeal 
was  taken,  the  decree  as  to  costs  would  be  open  to  modification 
or  reversal,  if  in  other  respects  there  was  found  in  it  error,  or 
that  an  alteration  of  it  was  just  and  equitable.  In  the  execu- 
tion of  the  decree,  and  as  to  matters  sul>seqnently  arising,  a 
further  consideration  of  the  cause  may  be,  and  is  usually,  nec- 
essary in  the  Court  of  Chancery  ;  but  upon  such  consideration, 
the  term  of  the  court  at  which  the  decree  was  passed  and  en- 
tered having  expired,  it  is  not  within  the  competency  of  the 
court,  upon  mere  motion,  to  vary  or  impugn  in  any  material 
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respect  the  original  decree. — 2  Ban.  Ch.  Pr.  1371.  Clerical 
errors  or  omissions  may  be  corrected ;  but  the  sentence  of  the 
conrt,  that  which  has  been  deliberately  ordered  and  adjudged, 
can  not  be  varied.  And  this  is  as  true  in  reference  to  the  de- 
cree for  costs,  as  to  any  other  part  of  the  decree,  though  as  to 
their  imposition  tlie  court  had  originally  a  discretion.  The 
•discretion  has  been  exercised,  and  can  not  be  recalled,  without 
rendering  it  uncertain  when^  there  will  be  a  final  sentence  dis- 
posing of  them. 

The  original  decree  very  clearly  and  explicitly  adjudged  the 
costs  against  the  building  and  loan  association  ;  and  though  it 
may  have  been  more  equitable  that  the  costs  should  have  been 
apportioned  between  the  parties,  that  was  a  consideration,  it  is 
presumed,  upon  which  the  judicial  mind  passed  judgment. 
Courts  can  not  reverse  or  annul  their  own  judgments  or  decrees 
at  a  term  subsequent  to  their  rendition,  because  of  errors  of 
fact  or  law,  upon  the  mere  summary  motion  of  parties  suppos- 
ing themselves  to  be  aggrieved. — Ex  parte  CresswelJ,  60  Ala. 
378. 

A  rule  nisi  will  be  granted,  requiring  the  chancellor,  on  the 
first  day  of  the  next  term  of  this  court,  to  show  cause  why  a 
peremptory  mandamus  should  not  issue  in  accordance  with  the 
prayer  of  the  petition. 

Stoxe,  J.,  not  sitting. 


Po^vell  V.  Jones. 

JBill  in  Equity  to  Enforce  Lien  or  Charge  on  Common  Fund^ 
and  for  Adjustment  of  Accounts  and  Distribution. 

1 .  Equitable  lien  on  common  fund,  created  by  agreement.— CommissioTiers 
being  aj^pointed  by  the  governor,  under  authority  conferred  by  a  special 
statute,  to  locate  and  procure  patents  for  the  State  to  swamp  and  over- 
flowed lands  donated  by  act  of  Congress,  their  compensation  being  twenty 
per  cent,  of  the  amount  realized  by  the  State  on  the  subse<]uent  sale 
of  the  lands,  and  their  expenses  to  be  paid  by  themselves ;  an  agreement 
among  them,  by  which  one  was  to  advance  moneys  deemed  necessary  in 
the  execution  of  the  common  business,  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  fund 
provided  as  compensation  when  collected,  creates  a  charge  or  lien  on  the 
lund,  for  the  amount  so  advanced,  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable  mort- 
gage ;  which  lien  or  charge  is  not  capable  of  enforcement  at  law,  and  is 
jeculiarly  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 

2.  "  Swamp  Land  Commissioners;"  not  partners,  but  tenants  in  com- 
mon.— The  "  Swamp  Land  Commissioners  "  appointed  by  the  governor 
under  the  provisions  of  the  act  approved  February  24th,  1860  (Sess.  Acts 

\'OL.  LX.MI. 
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1859-00,  p.  117),  whose  duties  were  to  locate  and  procure  for  the  State 
patents  for  the  swamp  and  overfl<nved  lands  donated  by  act  of  Confess 
approved  St'j)tond>er  28fh,  1850,  and  who  were  to  receive  as  c-oinpensa- 
tion  for  their  services  twenty  per-cent.  of  the  amount  realized  by  tlie  State 
on  the  subsequent  sale  of  tlie  lands,  were  not  partners  inter  gene  in  the 
comjjensation  to  be  earned,  but  rather  sustained  to  each  otlier  the  rela- 
tion of  tenants  in  common. 

3.  Tenants  in  common;  right  to  compensation  for  extra  seificeg. — Or- 
dinarily, one  tenant  in  common  can  not  recover  of  the  others  comj^ensa- 
tion  for  services  performed  by  him  in  managing  or  taking  care  of  the 

f»roj)erty,  without  a  promise,  express  or  implied,  to  pay  for  sucli  services ; 
lut  the  rule  is  otherwise,  when  he  performs  e.vtranrdinarj'  services 
for  the  comnum  benefit — services  not  within  the  duties  required  of  him 
by  law,  nor  within  the  contemplation  of  his  co-tenants;  for  all  charges 
and  expenditures  thus  incurred,  the  right  of  contribution  exists,  and  may 
be  enforce<l  as  an  equitable  <-harge  on  the  common  fund  or  proi)erty. 

4.  "  Swatnp  Land  C'ommissxoners;  "  rights  of  S.  S.  Houston's  heirs, 
under  sjtecial  statute  authorizing  suit. — Under  the  special  statute  approved 
December  17th,  1873,  authorizing  the  three  surviving  commissioners 
"  and  the  legal  representatives  or  heirs  of  S.  8.  Houston,"  the  deceased 
commissioner,  to  prosecute  a  suit  in  ecjuity  against  the  State,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  their  compensation  an<l  adjusting  the  rival  dainjs  of 
other  persons  (Sess.  Acts  1873,  pp.  05-67),  the  heirs  of  .said  Houston 
only  succeedeil  to  his  rights,  and  took  his  share  of  the  common  fund 
charged  with  all  liens  to  which  it  was  subject  in  his  hands. 

5.  Sttme;  limitation  of  suit  for  money  advanced  hy  one. — The  complain- 
ant, one  of  said  commissioners,  claiming  contribution  (nit  of  the  common 
fund  for  moneys  advanced  by  him  in  aid  of  the  common  enterprise,  which 
were  "  to  be  refunded  to  him  out  of  the  compensation  to  be  received  from 
the  State  ;  "  such  claim  ditl  not  accrue  until  the  money  was  received,  and 
the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  l)egin  to  run  against  him,  in  favor  of  the 
other  commissioners,  until  that  time;  and  the  bill  showing  t'lat  it  was 
filed  within  one  year  after  the  receipt  of  the  money,  the  claim  is  not 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  nor  by  the  staleness  of  the  demand. 

AtM'p:AL  from  the  Clmncerv  Court  of  Montgomery. 

The  record  does  not  sliow  the  nanje  of  the  chancellor  who 
presided  in  the  court  below. 

The  bill  in  tin.*?  case  was  tiled  on  Noveipber  13th.  1S78,  by 
James  R.  Powell,  against  Urban  L.  Jones,  D.  P.  F'orney,  and 
the  heir.^  of  S.  S.  Houston,  deceased,  and  contained  the  follow- 
ing allegations:  (1.)  On  April  17th,  1860,  Governor  A.  B. 
Moore,  acting  under  authority  conferred  on  him  by  an  net  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  Alabama,  approved  February  24th, 
1860,  entitled  "An  act  to  secure  to  the  State  of  Alabama  the 
lands  appropriated  to  the  State  of  Arkansas  and  other  States, 
to  reclaim  the  swamp  lands  within  their  limits,  by  act  of  Con- 
gress approved  September  28th,  1850,"  appointed  the  com- 
plainant, said  Jones,  Forney  and  Houston,  "as  agents  to  select 
and  determine  by  proper  proof  the  swamp  and  overflowed  lands 
within  the  limits  of  this  State,  according  to  the  provisions  of 
said  act,"  and  issued  to  them  a  commission  under  the  great  seal 
of  the  State ;  and  at  the  same,  the  State  of  Alabama,  act- 
ing by  its  then  governor,  said  A.  B.  Moore,  "  made  a  certain 
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contract  in  writing  with  said  parties,  by  whicli  said  agents  were 
to  select,  locate  and  prove  up  the  sv/amp  and  overflowed  lands 
to  which  the  State  was  entitled  under  said  act  of  Congress,  and 
were  to  pay  their  own  expenses  of  e%'ery  kind,  and  were  to  be 
allowed  as  compensation  twenty  per-cent,  of  the  proceeds  of 
said  lands  when  they  should  be  sold.  Search  has  been  made 
for  said  contract,  and  it  can  not  be  found.  (2.)  On  March 
17th,  1874,  said  commissioners  ''  flled  their  •  bill  in  equity 
in  this' court  against  the  State  of  Alabama,  on  said  contract,  to 
recover  from  said  defendant  the  compensation  due  them  for  the 
faithful  performance  by  them  of  their  part  of  said  contract ; 
and  said  matter  was  fully  litigated,  and  a  decree  was  rendered 
in  said  cause  by  this  court,  on  the  5th  January,  1878,  ascertain- 
ing the  amount  due  to  each  of  the  parties  to  said  cause,  which 
decree  was  afterwards  afiirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
State ;  and  by  said  decree  there  was  ascertained  to  be  due  to 
each  of  said  commissioners  the  sum  of  $1169.64."  (3.)  "The 
question  of  the  rights  of  said  commissioners  inte?'  sese  was  not 
decided  in  said  case  by  this  court,  nor  involved  or  necessary  to 
be  decided  therein ;  nor  was  said  question  raised,  or  presented, 
or  litio-ated,  but  the  sum  found  to  be  due  to  said  commissioners 
as  a  body  was  equally  divided  between  them."  (4.)  Com- 
plainant "  paid  a  large  sum,  to-wit,  $1,500,  expenses  of  said  com- 
missioners in  and  about  the  execution  and  performance  of  their 
duties  under  said  contract ; "  that  is,  he  advanced  to  said  Pious- 
ton  $500  at  one  time,  and  $300  at  another,  and  made  three 
trips  to  Washington  at  an  aggregate  expense  of  $300,  and  paid 
the  expenses  of  Governor  Moore  on  a  journey  to  Washington  in 
and  about  the  business  of  tiie  commissioners,  procuring  patents, 
&c.  "  Ail  of  said  sums  of  money  so  paid  by  your  orator  were  ex- 
pended in  the  payment  of  the  necessary  and  proper  expenses 
of  said  commissioners,  in  the  execution  of  their  said  contract ; 
and  the  other  commissioners  have  not  repaid  to  him  any  part 
of  the  sums  so  expended,  nor  has  any  one  of.  them ;  nor  did 
they  bear  any  part  of  tlie  expenses  incurred  by  said  commis- 
sioners, or,  if  any,  only  a  small  part,  the  amount  of  M'hich  is  un- 
known." (6.)  "By  agreement  and  contract  between  complain- 
ant and  said  other  commissioners,  after  they  had  together  ex- 
amined the  maps,  &c.,  in  the  land-office  at  Greenville,  the  por- 
tion and  character  of  the  work  to  be  done  by  each  was  agreed 
on  and  determined  ;  by  which  agreement,  complainant  was,  as  his 
share  of  the  work,  to  attend  to  and  transact  all  the  business 
with  the  General  Land-office  and  Departnient  at  Washington, 
and  the  expenses  of  the  work  to  be  done  were  to  be  borne 
equally  by  the  said  commissioners ;  your  orator  agreeing,  at  the 
same  time,  to  advance  the  money  to  pay  said  expenses,  which  were 
to  be  refunded  to  him  out  of  the  compensation  to  be  received 
Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.  J  OF  ALABAMA.  395 

[Powell  V.  Jones.] 

from  the  State ;  said  U.  L.  Jones  was  assigned  to  East  Alabama, 
said  Houston  to  the  Perdido  and  South  Alabama,  and  said  For- 
ney to  North  Alabama."  (7.)  Complainant  "  avers  that  he 
has  the  right  to  have  paid  to  him,  out  of  said  moneys  so  de- 
creed to  him  and  said  other  commissioners,  said  several  sums  of 
money,  with  interest  thereon  from  June,  186U,  the  time  when 
said  sums  of  money  were  so  advanced  ;  and  that  this  court  has 
the  right  to  partition  said  sums  of  money  among  those  entitled 
thereto,  after  deducting  from  the  gross  amount  the  expenses 
due  to  each,  such  deduction  and  partition  never  having  been 
made ;  and  that  said  accounts  are  complicated,  and  can  not  well 
be  settled  in  a  court  of  law.  He  avers,  also,  that  said  U.  L.  Jones 
is  insolvent,  and  that  no  other  court  than  this  can  do  complete 
justice  to  all  the  parties  in  the  settlement  of  said  expense  ac- 
count." (8.^  Complainant  charges,  ''  that  he  performed  fully 
and  faithfully,  according  to  his  agreement  with  said  other  com- 
missioners, every  thing  by  him  agreed  to  be  done,  and  claims 
that  he  is  entitled  to  his  pro  rata  share  of  said  moneys,  as  well 
as  the  expenses  by  him  incurred  as  aforesaid  ;  and  that  he  is  also 
entitled  to  additional  compensation,  for  the  extra  services  ren- 
dered by  him  in  making  his  last  trip  to  Washington  city,  for 
which  §1200  would  be  a  reasonable  compensation."  (9.)  The 
moneys  adjudged  to  be  due  to  the  commissioners  are  in  the 
hands  of  (jeorge  W.  Stone,  who  was  their  solicitor  in  the  suit, 
and  who  has  a  claim  and  lien  on  the  fund  for  his  professional 
services ;  and  he  is  made  a  defendant  to  the  bill.  On  these  al- 
legations, the  bill  prayed  that  the  court  "ascertain  the  amount 
of  the  expenses  ])aid  by  complainant,  with  interest  thereon,  and 
the  amount  of  expenses  paid  by  each  of  said  other  commission- 
ers, and  the  value  of  the  services  rendered  by  each  in  the  exe- 
cution of  said  contract,  or  the  amounts  to  which  each  is  entitled, 
and  the  amount  of  the  solicitor's  fee  their  said  counsel  is  enti- 
tled to  retain  out  of  the  said  fund  in  his  hands;  that  the  resi- 
due of  said  fund  be  paid  into  the  registry  of  this  court,  to  be 
equitably  divided  among  the  several  parties  thereto;"  and  for 
other  and  further  relief,  under  the  general  prayer. 

An  answer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  the  infant  heirs  of  S.  S. 
Houston,  by  their  guardian  a/l  litem,  in  which  was  incorporated 
a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  on  the  following  grounds :  1st,  that  the 
matters  alleged  are  shown  to  be  res  adjudicata,  and  the  com- 
plainant is  concluded  by  the  former  decree ;  2d,  that  the  bill 
shows  that  complainant  has  no  claim  upon  that  portion  of  said 
fund  to  which  these  infant  defendants  are  entitled ;  3d,  that  if 
the  complainant  has  any  right  to  be  reimbui"sed  for  moneys  ex- 
pended by  him,  it  is  a  right  which  must  be  enforced  against 
the  personal  representative  of  said  S.  S.  Houston,  and  not 
against  these  defendants  as  his  heirs;  4th,  that  the  alleged  claim 
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is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  is  a  stale  demand  ; 
5tli,  that  complainant  has  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  An  answer  was  also  filed  by  Forney,  in  wliich  was  incorpo- 
rated a  demurrer  for  want  of  equity,  and  because  the  complainant 
had  a  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law;  and  an  answer  was 
filed  by  U.  L.  Jones. 

An  amended  bill  M'as  afterwards  filed,  in  which  the  second 
paragraph  of  the  original  bill  was  struck  out,  and  the  following 
inserted  in  lieu  of  it :  "  An  act  was  passed  by  the  General  As- 
sembly of  Alabama,  approved  December  17th,  1873,  and  enti- 
tled '  An  act  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  the  claims  of  all 
agents,  commissioners,  and  other  persons  claiming  compensation 
for  services  rendered  in  selecting  and  securing  title  to  the 
swamp  and  overfiowed  lands  in  the  State  of  Alabama.'  The 
said  S.  S.  Houston  died  shortly  before  the  passage  of  said  act ; 
and  prior  to,  and  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  said  act,  there 
were  other  persons  preferring  claims  against  the  State  of  Ala- 
bama, for  services  alleged  to  have  been  rendered  in  selecting  and 
securing  titile  to  said  swamp  and  overflowed  lands,  which  claims 
did  not  grow  out  of,  and  were  not  connected  with  said  contract 
made  by  and  between  said  commissioners  and  Governor  A.  B. 
Moore,  but  were  antagonistic  to  their  claims  under  said  con- 
tract. By  virtue  of  said  act  of  the  General  Assembly,  your 
orator,  and  said  U.  L.  Jones,  D.  P.  Forney,  and  the  heirs  of 
said  S.  S.  Houston,  there  being  then  and  now  no  representative 
of  his  estate,  filed  their  bill  in  this  court  aganist  the  State  of 
Alabama,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  determining,  and  ap- 
portioning the  compensation  that  may  be  due,  and  become  due, 
for  services  rendered  by  any  and  all  persons,  in  and  about  the 
selection  and  survey  of  said  lands,  and  in  procuring  titles  there- 
for, and  in  making  sales  thereof ;  and  several  persons,  claiming 
compensation  for  services  rendered  as  aforesaid,  were,  on  their 
several  petitions,  admitted  as  parties  to  said  suit,  and  one  M.  J. 
Saiiold  among  them;  and  upon  proceedings  had  in  said  cause,  a 
decree  was  therein  rendered,  on  (to-wit)  January  5th,  1878,  as- 
certaining and  decreeing  that  there  was  to  be  paid  to  your  ora- 
tor, said  U.  L.  Jones,  and  D.  P.  Forney,  each,  the  sum  of 
$1169.0-1 ;  and  the  same  amount  to  the  heirs  of  said  S.  S.  Hous- 
ton, and  to  said  M.  J.  Satfold."  Another  amendment  to  the 
bill  was  the  addition  of  an  averment  that  there  had  never  been 
a  settlement  of  accounts  between  the  said  several  commissioners, 
and  an  offer  to  do  equity  by  the  complainant. 

The  only  orders  or  decrees  shown  by  the  record  seem  to  be 
mere  extracts  from  the  register's  docket,  headed  "  Orders  of 
Court,"  and  in  these  words  :  "  April  24th,  1882.  Ordered  and 
decreed,  that  the  demurrer  be  sustained,  and  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  bill  for  want  of  equity  should  be  granted,  unless  the 
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same  is  amended.  Ordered,  that  the  complainant  be  allowed  ta 
amend  his  bill."  "  April  26th,  1882.  Ixjave  is  granted  to  com- 
plainant to  tile  an  amended  bill.  Submitted  on  motion  of  the 
administrator  of  D.  P.  P'ornej  to  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of 
equity,  and  on  demurrers  which  are  re-filed  to  the  bill  as  amended. 
It  is  ordered,  that  all  the  demurrers,  which  are  re-filed  to  the 
bill  as  amended,  be  sustained,  except  the  third,  which  is  over- 
ruled ;  and  complainant  objecting  further  to  amend,  the  bill  is 
dismissed  for  want  of  equity,  at  his  costs." 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  the  complainant.  The  errors  as- 
signed are — 1st.  the  sustaining  of  the  demurrer  to  the  bill  as 
amended ;  2d,  the  dismissal  of  the  bill ;  3d,  the  final  decree  ren- 
dered. 

Clopton,  Herbert  &  Chambers,  for  appellant. — (1.)  On 
the  facts  stated  in  the  bill,  the  several  commissioner  were  part- 
ners as  among  then)selves  in  the  compensation  to  be  earned. 
Tyler  on  Partnership,  11 ;  Lindley  on  Partnership,  2 ;  McCrary 
V.  Slaiu/hter,  58  Ala.  233 ;  Smith  v.  Garth,  32  Ala.  368 ; 
Meaher  v.  Cox,  Brainard  db  Co.,  37  Ala.  201 ;  Emanuel  v. 
Draufjhan,  14  Ala.  303 ;  Autrey  v.  Fineze,  59  Ala.  590.  That 
each  partner  has  a  lien  on  the  partnership  assets  and  effects,  for 
any  balance  due  him  on  a  proper  accounting  together,  see  War- 
ren V.  Taylor,  60  Ala.  218,  and  authorities  tliere  cited.  (2.)  If 
the  relation  of  partners  did  not  exist  between  the  parties,  then 
they  were  tenants  in  conmion  in  the  compensation  to  be  earned  ; 
and  a  court  of  equity  will  decree  an  account  between  them, 
where  one  has  received  a  greater  share  of  the  profits  than  he 
was  entitled  to  receive,  and  there  are  complicated  matters  of 
account  between  them  unadjusted. — Autrey  v.  Frieze,  59  Ala. 
588;  Morrow  v.  Riley,  15  Ala.  710;  Grigahy  v.  Nance,  3  Ala. 
347.  (3.)  These  matters  of  account  were  not  involved  in  the 
former  suit,  and  neither  were  nor  could  have  l>een  determined 
in  that  suit ;  and  they  are  not  concluded  by  the  decree  ren- 
dered in  that  suit. — Freeman  on  Judgments,  §§  249-56  ;  Cham- 
herlain  v.  Gaillard,  26  Ala.  5C4;  S/iaw  v.  Beers,  25  Ala.  449-; 
Gilhreath  v.  Jones,  QQ  Ala.  129,  132;  Sawyei^  v.  Randall,  55 
Maine,  227 ;  Afozley  v.  AlMon,  1  Phil.  798  ;  Walker  v.  I*owei'8, 
14  Otto,  249.  (4.)  The  statute  of  limitations  did  not  begin  to 
run  until  the  money  was  recovered  from  the  State,  whicli  was 
less  than  one  year  before  bill  was  tiled. — Bradford  v.  Spyker, 
32  Ala.  134;  Cameron  v.  Copeland,^Z  Ala.  201. 

GrxTKR  &  Blakey,  for  Houston's  heirs  (and  with  them  Troy 
&  Tompkins,  for  Forney's  administrator,  and  Lester  C.  Smith, 
for  U.  L.  Jones),  contra,  contended  that  the  decree  rendered  in> 
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the  former  suit  was  conclusive ;  citing  the  case  of  the  Santa 
Maria,  10  Wheaton,  441-44. 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — The  present  appeal  is  taken  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  Chancery  Court,  sustaining  a  motion  to  dismiss  ap- 
pellant's bill  for  want  of  equity ;  also  sustaining  a  demurrer 
interposed  by  one  or  more  of  the  defendants,  going  to  the 
equity  of  the  case  made  by  the  bill.  In  reviewing  the  correct- 
ness of  this  ruling,  we  must,  of  course,  take  as  true  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  bill,  so  far  as  well  pleaded ;  and  we  can  not  look 
to,  or  consider,  the  denials  of  the  several  answers. 

The  claim  of  the  appellant,  Powell,  here  sought  to  be  en- 
forced, is  for  certain  moneys  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  by 
him  to  pay  the  expenses  of  himself  and  the  other  commission- 
ers, or  agents,  appointed  by  the  State  of  Alabama  to  locate  the 
"Swamp  Lands"  appropriated  to  the  State  by  act  of  Congress 
approved  September  2"^,  1850.  It  was  made  the  duty  of  these 
agents  to  select  and  determine,  by  proper  proof,  these  "  Swamp 
Lands  "  within  the  limits  of  this  State ;  to  make  a  report  of 
their  work  to  the  Governor,  and  to  procure  patents  for  the 
same  from  the  L^nited  States,  in  the  name,  and  for  the  benefit 
of  the  State.  The  compensation  to  be  received  by  them  was 
twenty  per-  cent,  of  the  amount  realized  by  the  subsequent  sale 
of  these  lands,  whenever  disposed  of  by  the  State. — Acts, 
1859-60,  pp.  117-118.  Upon  suit  being  brought  against  the 
State,  it  was  adjudged  that  the  four  commissioners  were  each 
entitled  to  something  less  than  twelve  hundred  dollars;  the 
heirs  of  one  of  them,  who  had  died,  being  made  parties,  under 
authority  of  a  special  act  of  the  legislature.  The  money  was 
collected,  and  is  now  in  the  custody  of  the  attorney  of  the 
parties,  subject  to  the  control  Of  the  Chancery  Court. 

The  bill,  in  substance,  avers  that  the  expenses  of  the  com- 
missioners, incurred  in  the  prosecution  of  their  official  duties, 
were  to  be  borne  equally  by  them ;  that  appellant  was  to  ad- 
vance certain  moneys  deemed  necessary  to  the  execution  of  the 
joint  enterprise,  for  which  he  was  to  he  re-imhursed  out  of  the 
fund  of  twenty  per  cent.,  when  collected  from  the  State.  It 
is  manifest  that  such  an  agreement,  resting  on  contract  made 
between  the  parties,  would,  if  proved,  constitute  a  lien  or 
charge  upon  the  fund  in  question,  which  would  be  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  equitable  mortgage.  All  that  is  required  to  this 
end  is,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  dedncible  from  the 
contract,  be  clear  in  its  purpose  to  pledge  the  fund  as  a  security 
for  the  debt  created.  Accordingly,  an  agreement  that  a  debt 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  certain  property,  or  that' 
the  property  shall  be  hound  for  the  debt,  has  been  usually  con- 
strued to  create  an  equitable  mortgage. — Miller  on  Equitable 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Mortgagee,  3;  Jones'  Chat.  Mortg.  §  13;  Donald  v.  Ilevntt^ 
33  Ala,  534,  548;  Butts  v.  Bronghton^  at  present  tenn  {ante^ 
D.  294);  Neiclin  v.  McAfee,  64' Ala.  357;  1  Jones'  Mortg. 
1^  166-167 ;  Jackscm,  Monna  tfe  Co.  v.  Rutherford^  at  present 
term.  Snch  a  lien,  being  governed  by  the  general  doctrine  of 
trusts,  constitutes  one  of  tlie  peculiar  subjects  of  equity  juris- 
diction, being  incapable  of  enforcement  at  law. — Dunmng  v. 
Steams,  9  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  630 ;  Kirl'sey  v.  Means,  42  Ala.  426. 

Independently,  however,  of  this  alleged  contract  lien  claiined 
by  complainant  upon  this  fund,  an  equity  is  originated  in  his 
favor,  arising  out  of  the  relationship  of  the  parties.  We  do 
tiot  think  this  relationship  is  that  of  pai'tners,  who  are  joint 
owners  of  the  whole  property,  each  havino;  the  power  to  trans- 
fer or  dispose  of  the  entire  partnership  effects.  It  is  rather  in 
the  nature  of  a  tenancy  in  comraim,  created  in  the  fruits  of  the 
joint  venture — a  legal  statvs,  which  has  been  likened  by 
Pothier  to  a  "  //?«a^/  partnership  "  in  some  of  its  characteristics. 
One  of  several  tenants  in  common  can  not  dispose  of  the  whole 
property,  but  only  of  liis  undivided  share.  He  possesses,  as  it 
is  teclmically  expressed  in  the  books,  "the  whole  of  an  undi- 
vided moiety  of  the  propertv,  and  not  an  undivided  moiety  of 
the  whole  property."— 2  Blick.  Com.  182,  191-193;  Story  on 
Part.  §>}  89-90.  One  of  its  essential  attributes  is  unity  of 
possession,  a  violation  of  which,  by  conversion  or  ouster,  is  a 
good  ground  of  action. — Permintei'  v.  Kelly,  18  Ala.  716 ; 
Bw/ioj)  V.  Blair,  36  Ala.  80.  One  most  frequent  illustration 
of  such  a  co-tenancy  is  a  cultivation  or  letting  of  land  on 
shares,  with  an  agreement  among  those  interested  to  divide  the 
specific  products,  or  crops. — Smyth  v.  Tankersley,  20  Ala.  212  ; 
Williams  v.  Nolen,  34  Ala.  167;  Pruitt  v.  Ellington,  59  Ala. 
454. 

The  ascertainment  and  enforcement  of  the  liabilities  growing 
out  of  such  co-tenancies  is  a  fruitful  source  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion, especially  in  the  matters  of  contribution  and  account. — 1 
Story's  Eq.  Jur.  §§  466,  505 ;  Freeman  on  Co-Tenancy,  §  269. 
It  is  true  that  one  tenant  in  common,  like  a  partner,  can  not 
recover  of  his  co-tenant  compensation  for  services  performed 
by  him,  ordinarily,  in  managing  or  taking  care  of  the  prop- 
erty, without  an  express  or  implied  promise  to  pay  for  such 
services.  The  plain  reason  is,  that  he  is  doing  nothing  more 
than  his  duty.  But  the  rule  is  otherwise,  where  he  performs 
services  not  imposed  by  his  relation  of  co-tenancy;  for  these 
may  be  regarded  as  extraordinary  in  their  character — not 
"within  the  duty  of  the  one,  nor  the  contemplation  of  the  other. 
Freeman's  Co-Ten.  and  Partition.  So,  of  expenses  necessarily 
incurred,  or  money  advanced  for  the  benefit  of  a  joint  adven- 
ture, the  fruits  of  which  are  to  be  enjoyed  in  common.     If  the 
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duty  to  be  performed  is  joint,  or  common  to  all,  and  not  sev- 
eral as  to  any  one,  the  performance  of  it  would  be  the  removal 
of  a  burden  or  associated  liability,  much  in  the  nature  of  dis- 
charging an  incumbrance,  or  satisfying  a  lien. —  Va7i  Home  v. 
J^07ida,  5  John.  Ch.  Rep.  388 ;  Gioinneth  v.  Thompson, 
19  Amer.  Dec.  350.  "  The  purchase  of  an  outstanding  title,  the 
removal  of  a  tax,  or  other  lien  or  incumbrance,"  says  Mr. 
Freeman,  "  and  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  Tnoney  for  the  pre- 
servation of  the  common  property,  or  for  the  protection  or  as- 
sertion of  some  common  right,  or  the  redress  of  some  common 
injury,  are  all  spoken  of,  in  general  terms,  as  affording  a  ground 
of  contribution  in  favor  of  one  co-tenant,  and  against  another, "^ 
limited,  it  may  be,  to  ''the  declaration  and  enforcement  of  a 
lien  against  the  property^''  and  not  to  be  established  as  a  per- 
sonal liability  for  which  a  recovery  could  be  had  as  upon  an 
implied  assumpsit. — Freeman  Co-Ten.  and  Part.  §  263;  Hew- 
holcl  V.  Smart,  67  Ala.  326. 

This  right  of  contribution  exists,  Mr  Story  says,  "for  alt 
charges  and  expenditures  incurred  for  the  common  benefit.'^ 
1  Story's  Eq.  §  505.  It  is  not  founded  upon  express  contract, 
but,  like  a  vendor's  lien,  it  is  an  equity  originating  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction.  True,  it  arises  incidentally  from 
contract ;  but  the  equity  itself  is  implied  from  the  relationship 
of  the  parties,  and  the  character  and  necessity  of  the  duty  per- 
formed for  which  compensation  or  contribution  is  claimed. 
It  has  been  pronounced  "a  general  equity,  founded  on  the 
equality  of  burdens  and  benefits." — Screven  v.  Joyner,  1  Hill's 
Ch.  260.  In  Rantin  v.  Black,  1  Head  (Tenn.),  650,  which 
was  a  joint  purchase  of  land,  and  an  unequal  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  it  was  said,  that  "  where  the  adventure  is  joint, 
each  is  entitled  to  participate  equally  in  protit  or  loss,  without 
regard  to  equality  in  payment.  But  it  is  a  clear  principle  of 
equity,  that  the  common  property  will  be  bound  for  any  excess 
paid  by  one  over  the  other.  It  is  analogous  to  the  law  of  part- 
nership, by  which,  as  between  the  partners, the  capital  must  be  re- 
turned out  of  the  partnership  effects,  befo're  the  profits  can  be 
divided^''  This  underlying  principle,  governing  the  liabilities 
of  tenants  in  common,  is  fully  discussed  and  recognized  in 
Newbold  v.  Smart,  67  Ala.  326,  where  many  cases  are  cited  in 
full  support  of  the  doctrine. 

Under  these  principles,  the  joint  fund  realized  as  compensa- 
tion by  the  commissioners  would  be  cliargeable  for  any  moneys 
advanced  by  one  of  the  part-owners  for  the  common  benetit  of 
all ;  the  share  of  each  being  ciiarged  with  the  amount  received 
by  him,  in  excess  of  what  lie  has  paid  out  for  like  common 
beneiit,  on  account  taken  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  partnership 
dealings. 

'^''OL.  LXXII. 
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We  do  not  think  the  heirs  of  Houston  can  claim  any  more 
than  his  rights  in  the  litigated  fund,  apart  from  any  considera- 
tion of  the  statutes  of  limiidiian  and  of  iion-duim.  The  act 
of  December  17, 1873  (Acts  1873,  pp.  65-67),  authorizing  "the 
legal  representatives  or  heirs''''  of  Houston  to  unite  with  the 
otlier  commissioners  in  their  bill  against  the  State,  was  purely 
remedial,  and  was  not  intended  to  create  or  confer  any  new 
right.  When  they  recover  their  proportionate  part  of  the  fund, 
they  must  take  it  cumonere — charged  with  all  incumbrances,  if 
any,  created  by  their  ancestor,  and  not  discharged  by  operation 
of  law,  or  the  act  of  the  parties. 

The  claim  in  question  does  not  appear,  from  the  averments 
of  the  bill,  to  have  been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
or  to  come  within  the  class  of  demands  usually  designated  as 
stale.  The  moneys  are  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  by  the 
complainant,  to  aid  in  carrying  out  the  joint  adventure — the 
execution  of  the  official  duties  imposed  by  the  statute  creating 
the  agenc}'.  The  further  averment  is  made,  that  these  moneys 
"  were  to  be  refunded  to  him  out  of  the  compensaticm  to  he  re- 
ceived from  the  Stated  This  compensation  was  not  received  or 
collected  until  some  time  in  the  year  1878;  and  until  then  it  is 
manifest  that  complainant's  claim  did  not  accrue,  and  no  right 
of  action  could,  therefore,  vest  in  him  prior  to  that  time. 
Hence,  the  statute  did  not  commence  to  run  until  within  less 
than  one  year  before  the  present  bill  was  filed. 

The  question  of  res  adjudicata  we  leave  undecided,  as  from 
the  face  of  the  bill,  and  without  some  proof,  we  can  not  clearly 
see  that  the  matters  here  litigated  were  either  actually  decided, 
or  necessarily  involved,  in  any  previous  suit  or  proceeding  be- 
tween the  same  parties. — McDonald  v.  Mobile  Life  Ins.  Co., 
65  Ala.  358.  ' 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  dismissing  the  bill  was  errone- 
ous, and  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  will  be  remanded. 


Robinson  v.  Lehman,  Durr  4&  Co. 

Special  Action  on  the  Case  for  Damages,  by  Landlord  against 
Purchaser  of  Tenant  s  Crop  with  JSotice  of  Lien. 

1.     Landlord's  relation  to  snlHenant. — At  common  law,  there  was  no 
pri\nty  of  estate  or  contract  between  the  landlord  and  the  under-tenant 
of  his  lessee,  nor  could  he  maintain  any  action  against  such  under-tenant 
for  the  recovery  of  rent. 
26 
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2.  Landlord's  statutory  lien  and  remedies  against  crop. — By  statutory 
provisions  (Rev.  Code,  §§  2961-63),  since  modified  in  the  interest  of  sub- 
tenants (Code,  §  3476),  a  lien  was  given  to  the  landlord,  for  the  rent  of 
the  current  year,  on  the  entire  crops  raised  on  the  rented  premises, 
whether  raised  by  the  tenant  or  by  a  sub-tenant ;  but  this  lien  was  given 
to  the  landlord  for  his  own  protection,  and  he  can  not  be  compelled  to  so 
exercise  his  statutory  right  as  to  protect  or  benefit  another  person  who 
may  have  a  lien  on  the  crop  of  the  under-tenant. 

3.  Same ;  discharge  of  levy  on  crop  of  under-tenant. — The  landlord 
having  sued  out  an  attachment  to  enforce  his  statutory  lien  on  the  crops, 
and  having  afterwards  released  the  levy  on  the  crops  of  under-tenants 
who  had  paid  their  rent  to  their  immediate  landlord,  he  does  not  thereby 
forfeit  or  impair  his  right  to  subject  other  portions  of  the  crop,  or  to  pro- 
ceed against  a  third  person  who,  having  knowledge  or  notice  of  his  lien, 
has  received  and  sold  a  portion  of  the  crop ;  and  having  brought  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  against  a  merchant  who,  having  made  advances  to  the 
under-tenants,  had  received  and  sold  some  of  the  crops  raised  by  them, 
the  latter  has  no  right  to  insist  that  the  demand  shall  be  credited  with 
the  value  of  the  crops  so  released  fron  the  levy  of  the  plaintiff's  attach- 
ment for  rent. 

4.  Apportionment  of  rent  and  statutory  lien. — Under  an  entire  contract 
for  the  rent  of  a  plantation  and  a  ferry  appurtenant  to  it,  at  an  aggregate 
price,  the  rent  and  statutory  lien  can  not  be  apportioned. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Thos.  M.  ARRmGTON. 

Williamson  &  Holtzclaw,  for  appellants. 

D.  Clopton,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J.— The  plaintiff,  on  the  7th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1873,  rented  to  Robert  Y.  Ware  and  Mrs.  Asenath  A. 
Ware,  for  the  current  year,  a  plantation  and  ferry,  for  the  ag- 

fregate  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  payable  on  the  ensuing 
rst  da}^  of  December ;  taking  a  mortgage  on  several  mules, 
and  the  crops  to  be  grown  on  the  plantation  during  the  year, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  rent.  The  tenants  entered  into 
possession,  and  underlet  to  one  Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  who  also 
underlet  to  other  tenants,  and  made  crops  of  corn  and  cotton 
on  the  plantation.  At  different  times  during  the  year,  to  en- 
able Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  to  cultivate  the  crops,  he  and  Robert 
Y.  Ware,  the  tenant  in  chief,  obtained  advances  from  the  de- 
fendants, Lehman,  Durr  &  Co.;  giving  them  mortgages  on  the 
crops  to  be  grown  and  cultivated,  to  secure  the  payment  of 
such  advances.  In  November,  1873,  Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  de- 
livered to  the  defendants,  to  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  mortgages,  sixteen  bales  of  cotton  which  had  been  grown 
on  the  plantation ;  nine  bales  of  which  he  had  raised,  and  seven 
bales  of  which  he  had  received  from  his  tenants  for  rent  and 
advances.  In  December,  1873,  the  plaintiff,  claiming  a  land- 
lord's lien  for  rent,  sued  out  an  attachment  against  his  lessees, 
Vol.  Lxxir. 
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which  he  caused  to  be  levied  on  corn  and  cotton  belonging  to 
the  under-tenant,  Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  and  also  on  corn  and 
cotton  belonging  to  his  tenants,  all  of  which  had  been  raised 
upon  the  rented  plantation.  The  corn  and  cotton  belonging  to 
Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  was  sold  under  the  attachment,  producing 
three  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  which  was  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rent.  The  corn  and  cotton  belonging  to  his  ten- 
ants, which  was  levied  upon,  and  was  of  sufficient  value  to  have 
paid  the  balance  of  the  rent  due  to  the  plaintiff,  he  released  to 
such  of  the  tenants  to  whom  it  belonged  as  remained  upon  the 
plantation  the  ensuing  year,  whether  they  had  or  had  not  paid 
to  Robert  Y.  Ware,  jr.,  the  rent  and  advances  due  him  from 
them.  The  rental  value  of  the  plantation,  exclusive  of  the 
ferry,  was  one  thousand  to  twelve  hundred  dollars ;  and  of  the 
ferry  alone,  was  from  three  to  five  hundred  dollars.  The  ac- 
tion is  case,  to  recover  of  the  defendants  the  value  of  the  six- 
teen bales  of  cotton  received  by  them  and  sold,  thereby  render- 
ing unavailing  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  payment  of  the 
rent  due  him. 

The  City  Court  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  the  attachment 
sued  out  by  the  plaintiff  was  levied  upon  crops  raised  upon  the 
plantation,  of  value  sufficient  to  pay  the  rent,  and  he  released 
a  part  thereof  from  levy,  the  value  of  the  part  released  must 
be  deducted  from  the  rent  due  him,  although  it  belonged  to 
under-tenants  who  had  paid  their  rent  to  their  immediate  land- 
lord. The  court  also  instructed  the  jury,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
a  lien  on  the  crops,  only  for  the  payment  of  so  much  of  the 
aggregate  rent  as  was  the  fair  rental  value  of  the  plantation, 
exclusive  of  the  rental  value  of  the  ferry.  The  court  refused, 
on  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  for  instructions  to  the  jury,  to 
instruct  them  that  the  defendants  had  no  right  to  complain  that 
he  had  released  to  the  under-tenants,  who  had  paid  their  rents 
to  their  landlord,  such  parts  of  the  corn  and  cotton  levied  upon 
as  belonged  to  them.  These  rulings  of  the  City  Court  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

The  statute  of  force  when  these  transactions  occurred  gave  to 
the  landlord  a  lien  on  the  crop  grown  on  rented  premises,  for 
the  rent  of  the  current  year.— Rev.  Code,  §§  2961-63.  The 
lien  extended  to  the  entire  crop  raised  on  the  premises,  whether 
it  was  the  product  of  the  labor  of  the  original  lessee,  or  of  un- 
der-tenants leasing  from  him. — Oivens  v.  Easley,  17  Ala.  385. 
There  was  not  then,  as  there  is  now,  a  statutory  provision  re- 
quiring the  landlord  to  exhaust  the  crops  of  the  original  lessee, 
before  resorting  to  and  subjecting  thq  crops  of  the  under-lessee. 
The  liability  of  the  crop  oi  the  under-tenant  to  pay  the  rent  of 
the  original  lessee  was  purely  and  strictly  statutory.  For,  by 
the  common  law,  between  the  lessor  and  the  tenant  of  his  lessee 
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there  was  neither  privity  of  estate,  nor  of  contract,  and  for  the 
recovery  of  rent  the  lessor  could  maintain  no  action  against  the 
under-lessee.  When  he  paid  rent  to  his  immediate  landlord,  he 
was  discharged  from  all  liability. — Taylor  Land.  &  Ten.  §  484. 
The  purpose  of  the  statute  was  not  to  fix  upon  the  under-les- 
see a  personal  liabilitj'  for  the  rent  owing  by  his  immediate 
landlord,  but  the  primary  appropriation  of  all  crops  grown  on 
the  rented  lands,  to  tlie  payment  of  the  rent  accruing  for  the 
current  year,  without  regard  to  the  ownership  of  the  crops,  or 
the  agencies  employed  in  producing  them.  The  lessor  had  the 
option,  now  qualified  by  statute,  to  proceed  and  charge  the  crop 
of  his  own  tenant,  or  of  the  under-tenant,  or  to  proceed  and 
charge  both  crops  indiscriminately.  The  option  was  given 
simply  to  secure  to  him  the  payment  of  the  rent  issuing  out  of 
the  premises.  But  what  of  reason  or  justice  is  there  in  com- 
pelling him  to  an  exercise  of  the  option  so  that  other  creditors 
may  be  let  in  to  enforce  subordinate  liens  or  charges  upon  the 
crops  of  the  original  lessee  ?  If  the  under-lessee  had  paid  rent 
to  his  landlord, — and  that  is  the  predicate  of  the  instruction  re- 
quested by  the  appellant, — it  would  be  simple  injustice  to  com- 
pel the  original  landlord  to  proceed  against  his  crops,  for  the 
exoneration  of  the  crops  of  the  original  lessee ;  an  injustice  a 
court  of  equity  would  prevent,  if  the  crop  of  the  original  lessee 
was  sufficient  for  the  payment  of  the  rent.  Or,  if  the  under- 
lessee  has  not  paid  his  rent,  upon  what  principle  can  the  land- 
lord be  compelled  to  pursue  his  crop,  to  make  room  for  the  ad- 
mission of  other  creditors  of  the  original  lessee  to  charge  his 
crops  ? 

The  principle  is  general  and  equitable,  that  if  a  creditor 
has  a  lien  on,  or  interest  in  two  funds,  as  a  security  for  his  debt, 
and  another  creditor  has  a  lieu  on  or  interest  in  one  of  them 
only  for  the  security  of  his  debt,  he  who  has  the  security  of  the 
two  funds  shall  not  unnecessarily  so  exercise  his  right  of  re- 
course upon  them  as  to  disappoint  him  who  has  the  security  of 
one  only.  The  principle  is,  of  itself,  a  pure  equity,  founded  on 
high  considerations  of  justice,  and  is  never  applied  so  as  to  work 
injustice.  In  its  operation,  it  is  confined  to  cases  where  two  or 
more  persons  are  creditors  of  the  same  debtor,  and  have  suc- 
cessive demands  upon  the  same  property,  the  one  prior  in  right 
having  other  securities.  It  has  no  application  as  between  credit- 
ors of  different  persons.— 1  Story  Eq.  §§  633,  641-43.  "  We 
have  gone  this  length,"  said  Lord  Eldon,  in  Ex  parte  Kendal 
(17  Vesey,  520),  "  if  A  has  a  right  to  go  upon  two  funds,  and  B 
upon  one,  having  both  the  same  debtor,  and  the  funds  are  the 
property  of  the  same  person,  A  shall  take  payment  from  that 
fund  to  which  he  can  resort  exclusively,  so  that  both  may  be 

Vol.  lxxii. 
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paid.  But  it  was  never  said,  that  if  I  have  a  demand  against  A 
and  B,  that  a  creditor  of  B  shall  compel  me  to  go  against  A, 
without  more.  If  I  have  a  demand  against  both,  the  creditors 
of  B  have  no  right  to  compel  me  to  seek  payment  from  A,  if 
not  founded  in  some  equity,  giving  B,  for  his  miyn  sake,  as  if 
he  were  surety,  &c.,  a  right  to  compel  me  to  seek  payment  of 
A.  It  must  he  established  that  it  is  just  and  erjuitable  that  A 
ought  to  pay  in  the  first  instance,  or  there  is  no  equity  to  com- 
pel a  man  to  go  against  A,  who  has  resort  to  both  funds."  And 
upon  this  basis,  tlie  doctrine  is  established  in  this  country. — 2 
I^ead.  Cases  Eq.,  4th  Am.  ed.  273  ;  Dorr  v.  Shaw,  4  Johns.  Ch. 
17  ;  Reynolds  v.  Tooker,  18  Wend.  591. 

The  appellees  were  not  creditore  of  the  under-tenants,  nor 
had  they  any  lien  upon  the  crops  which  were  raised  by  them. 
The  lien  of  their  mortgage  extends  to  and  embraces  only 
the  crops  of  the  original  lessee,  and  there  is  no  justice  in  their 
claim  that  the  crops  of  the  under-tenants  should  be  charged 
primarily  with  the  payment  of  the  rent  due  from  the  original 
lessee,  that  they  may  be  paid.  The  City  Court  erred  in  the 
first  instruction  given  the  jury,  and  in  the  refusal  of  the  one 
requested  by  the  appellant. 

It  is  insisted,  however,  that  although  there  may  be  error  in 
the  giving  and  refusal  of  these  instructions,  it  is  error  without 
injury,  as  it  appears  that  the  appellant  had  not  the  lien  of  a 
landlord,  but  the  right  and  title  of  a  mortgagee,  and  the  present 
action  is  therefore  misconceived.  The  answer  is,  that  the  re- 
cord does  not  show  this  point  was  made  in  the  City  Court ;  and 
it  is  clear  that  it  had  no  influence  in  inducing  the  rulings  of 
the  court  we  have  pronounced  erroneous.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, it  would  not  be  just,  if  this  proposition  is  well  founded, 
now  to  make  it  the  ground  of  affirmance. — Votton  v.  Thompson, 
25  Ala.  671. 

The  lien  given  the  landlord  was  by  the  statute  limited  to  the 
rent  of  the  premises  upon  which  the  crops  were  raised — it  did 
not  e.xtend  to  the  rent  of  other  premises,  or  to  any  other  debt 
or  demand.  If  the  ferry  had  l>een  rented  separately  from  the 
plantation ;  or,  if  in  the  contract  of  renting  a  distinct  rent  had 
been  fixed  upon  it,  from  that  fixed  upon  the  plantation,  and  a 
single  obligation  taken  for  the  aggregate  rent ;  if  the  lien  of  the 
landlord  was  not  thereby  discharged,  it  may  be  the  second  in- 
struction given  by  the  City  Court  would  assert  a  correct  legal 
proposition.  The  contract  of  renting  was,  however,  entire — tor 
the  plantation  and  ferry,  the  ferry  passing  to  the  lessee  as  a 
mere  appurtenance  to  the  plantation.  It  may  have  enhanced 
the  rent,  as  improvements  upon  the  plantation  would  have  en- 
hanced it ;  but  there  is  no  principle  upon  which  the  rent  can 
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be  apportioned,  and  the  rental  value  of  the  ferry  separated  from 
the  rental  value  of  the  plantation. 

The  judgment  of  the  City  Court  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 


Patterson  v.  Kicker. 

Statutory  Detinice  for  Mule. 

1.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title. — The  possession  of  personal  property 
IB  prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  or  ownership  ;  and  this  principle  applies 
to  personal  property  belonging  to  the  wife,  whether  the  possession  be  in 
her,  or  in  her  husband  as  her  trustee,  or  in  both  jointly  m  recognition  of 
her  right. 

2.  Presumption  as  to  character  of  wife's  estate. — As  a  rule  of  evidence, 
personal  property  in  the  possession  of  the  wife,  or  in  the  possession  of 
her  husband  as  trustee  for  her,  or  in  their  joint  possession,  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  be  held  as  part  of  her  statutory  estate,  under  the  laws  which 
have  now  been  of  force  for  more  than  thirty  years,  unless  affirmatively 
shown  to  be  an  equitable  estate. 

3.  Proof  of  title  to  personalty  by  writing. — Although  a  recovery  of  per- 
sonal property  may  be  had  on  proof  of  possession,  in  the  absence  of 
countervailing  evidence ;  yet,  if  the  plaintiff  undertakes  to  prove  title  by 
a  writen  instrument,  he  must  produce  it,  or  satisfactorily  account  for  its 
non-production  ;  and  if  the  instrument  is  produced,  and  has  attesting  wit- 
nesses, its  execution  can  not  be  proved  by  a  third  person. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  James  E.  Cobb. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Patterson,  against 
J.  A.  Kicker,  to  recover  a  mule  named  Gray,  with  damages- 
for  its  detention ;  and  was  commenced  on  March  20th,  1882. 
On  the  trial,  in  consequence  of  adverse  rulings  of  the  court  on 
the  evidence,  the  plaintiff  took  a  nonsuit,  with  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions, in  which  the  facts  are  thus  stated :  "The  plaintiff  intro- 
duced as  a  witness  her  husband,  J.  Patterson,  who  testified  that^ 
at  the  time  of  their  marriage,  which  occurred  since  1852,  plain- 
tiff was  possessed  in  her  own  right  of  a  mare,  which  had  been 
fiven  to  her  by  her  father;  that  said  mare  afterwards  had  a 
orse  colt;  which  was  raised  by  witness  and  his  wife,  and  which, 
in  December,  1881,  after  it  was  grown,  he  exchanged  with  one 
J.  R.  Beard  for  two  nmles,  one  of  which  is  the  mule  here  sued 
for ;  that  he  did  not,  at  the  time,  disclose  to  said  Beard  that  th&. 
horse  belonged  to  his  wife,  and  no  writings  were  executed  be- 
tween them  ;  that  afterwards,  when  Beard  discovered  the  own- 
ership of  the  property,  he  executed  the  paper  marked  Exhibit 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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A  /  that  he  (witness)  carried  the  two  mules  home,  and  showed 
them  to  his  wife  (plaintiff),  who  made  no  objection  to  the  trade, 
and  has  never  repudiated  the  same ;  and  that  said  Beard  still 
retains  said  horse.  Plaintiff  then  offered  to  show,  by  parol  evi- 
dence, that  soon  after  said  exchange  was  made,  and  after  plain- 
tiff had  seen  said  mules,  and  had  consented  to  the  exchange,  she 
executed  to  said  J.  R.  JBeard,  Jointly  with  her  husband,  in  the 

f)resence  of  two  witnesses,  a  bill  of  sale  for  said  horse,  and  de- 
ivered  the  same  to  said  Beard,  and  had  not  seen  it  since.  The 
court  refused  to  allow  plaintiff  to  make  such  proof,  and  plain- 
tiff duly  excepted  to  this  action  of  the  court.  Plaintiff  then 
offered  in  evidence  said  paper  writing  marked  Exhibit  A,  ac- 
companied by  proof,  by  said  witness,  J.  Patterson,  that  said 
paper  was  executed  by  said  J.  R.  Beard,  and  that  one  of  the 
mules  mentioned  therein  was  the  mule  sued  for  in  this  action. 
Defendant  objected  to  the  introduction  of  said  paper  as  evi- 
dence, on  the  ground  that  the  same  purported  to  be  attested  by 
two  witnesses,  and  neither  of  said  attesting  witnesses  now  ap- 
peared to  prove  the  execution  of  said  paper.  Thereupon,  the 
court  refused  to  allow  said  paper  to  be  read  in  evidence ;  to 
which  action  of  the  court  the  plaintiff  duly  excepted."  Exhibit 
A,  mentioned  above,  is  a  bill  of  sale  for  two  mules,  sold  by  J. 
R.  Beard  to  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Patterson  ;  being  without  date,  and 
attested  by  J.  R.  Burnett  and  A.  P.  Johnson  as  witnesses. 
These  rulings  of  the  court  are  now  assigned  as  error. 

GuNTEB  &  Blakey,  for  appellant. 

J.  M.  Falkner,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  legal  principle  is  one  of  common 
learning,  that  possession  of  personal  property  is  jpriraa  facie 
evidence  of  title,  or  ownership. — 2  Whart.  Ev.  §  1331 ;  Sparks 
V.  Bawls,  17  Ala.  211 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  806,  §  37.  There  is  no 
reason  why  the  title  of  the  wife,  to  property  owned  by  her,  can 
not  be  proved  in  the  same  manner,  as  that  owned  by  one  mii 
juris.  It  is  well  settled,  that  the  possession  by  the  husband,  of 
property  belonging  to  the  wife's  statutory  separate  estate,  is 
referable  to  his  representative  capacity  as  trustee.  The  fact  of 
a  joint  possession,  therefore,  can  not  complicate  the  principle 
in  the  simplicity  of  its  application. —  Brunson  and  Wife  v. 
Brooks,  68  Ala.  248 ;  Gicynn  v.  Hamilton,  29  Ala.  233. 

It  was  no  doubt  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove,  by  oral 
evidence,  her  ownership  of  the  mule  for  the  recovery  of  which 
the  present  action  was  brought.  The  possession  of  the  property 
by  herself,  or  by  her  husband  in  recognition  of  her  title,"  or  by 
both  jointly  claiming  it  as  her  property,  would  be  presumptive 
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evidence  of  sucli  ownership,  "  All  property  of  the  wife,"  the 
atatute  provides,  "  held  by  her  previous  to  the  marriage,  or 
which  she  may  become  entitled  to  after  the  marriage,  in  any 
manner^  is  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife." — Code,  1876, 
§  2705 ;  Const.,  1875,  Art.  x,  §  6.  All  property  held  under  the 
provisions  of  this  statute,  is  the  statutory  separate  estate  of  the 
wife;  and  to  take  a  given  case  out  of  its  influence,  words  are 
required  clearly  indicating  an  intent  to  exclude  the  marital 
rights  of  the  husband. — Short  v.  Battle^  52  Ala.  456;  Smith  v. 
McGuire,  67  Ala.  34.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  present 
system,  creating  separate  estates  in  married  women,  has  now  l)een 
in  force  in  this  State  for  over  a  third  of  a  century,  it  is  safe  to 
assert  that  all  property  owned  by  married  women  may  be  pre- 
sumptively considered  as  held  by  them  under  the  statute  of  the 
State,  until  the  contrary  is  shown.  The  statute  is  broad  and 
comprehensive,  and  may  be  taken  as  the  general  rule  of  prop- 
erty tenure.  The  exception  to  the  rule  is  found  in  the  other 
class  of  separate  estates  called  equitable,  and  which  are  created 
by  contract.  This,  it  is  needless  to  say,  is  a  rule  of  evidence, 
and  not  of  pleading. 

Under  the  influence  of  these  principles,  it  was  competent  for 
the  plaintiff,  as  above  stated,  to  prove  her  possession  of  the 
property  in  question,  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  her  title  ;  and 
such  title  would  presumptively  be  the  ownership  of  a  statutory 
separate  estate,  liable,  of  course,  to  be  rebutted  by  countervail- 
ing evidence.  But,  if  the  plaintiif  insisted  on  going  further, 
by  proving  title  by  written  conveyance,  such  writing  should 
have  been  proved  according  to  the  established  principles  of  evi- 
dence, which  required  its  production,  or  else  the  proof  of  its 
loss  or  destruction,  in  order  to  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents.  The  familiar  case  cited  in  all  the  books  is  the  fact  of 
tenancy,  which  may  be  proved  orally  by  the  payment  of  rent, 
although  there  be  a  written  contract  between  the  landlord  and 
tenant ;  yet  tlie  contract  itself  must  be  produced,  if  it  is  sought 
to  prove  the  tenancy  through  medium  of  it,  or  to  establish 
the  terms  of  the  instrument, — 1  Greenl,  Ev.  §  87;  1  Whart. 
Ev.  ^§77-78;  Powell's  E v.  (4th  ed).  63;  Roscoe's  Cr.  Ev,  (7th 
ed.)  pp.  6-7,  noUs  (1)  and  (2), 

There  is  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence, 
and  the  judgment  is  afiirmed. 
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Winter  v.  Banks. 

BUI  in  Equity  to  enforce  Yendor's  Lien  on  Land. 

'1.  Revision  of  chancellor' s  rulings  on  exceptions  to  register's  report. — On 
appeal  from  the  chancellor's  decree  overrnling  exceptions  to  the  regis- 
ter's report  upon  matters  of  account,  dependent  upon  the  register's  con- 
clusions from  the  evidence  adduced  before  him,  this  court  will  indulge 
all  reasonable  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  register's  rulings,  and  will 
not  disturb  them  unless  they  are  clearly  shown  to  be  wrong. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before  tlie  Hon.  John  A.  Fosteu. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  29th  January, 
1S80,  by  Thomas  Banks,  against  John  Gindrat  Winter ;  and 
sought  to  enforce  an  alleged  vendor's  lien  on  a  tract  of  land, 
for  a  balance  of  the  purcnase-money  due  by  the  terms  of  the 
written  contract  between  the  parties.  Banks  was  in  possession 
of  the  tract  of  land  at  the  time  he  agreed  to  sell  to  Winter; 
but  a  bill  in  chancery  was  then  pending  against  him,  in  favor 
of  the  personal  representative  of  R.  D.  Gregg,  deceased,  involv- 
ing the  title  to  the  land  (the  case  being  reported  as  Origg  v. 
Banks,  59  Ala.  311).  By  the  terms  of  the  contract  between 
the  parties,  as  reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  both  parties, 
a  copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  the  agreed 
price  was  $4,000,  of  which  $2,000  was  paid  in  cash,  and  the 
purchaser  gave  his  two  notes,  for  $1,000  each,  with  interest, 
for  the  residue;  and  the  contract  contained  a  further  stipula- 
tion, that  the  future  costs  of  the  suit,  and  the  fee  of  said  Banks' 
solicitor  for  future  services  in  the  pending  suit,  should  be  paid 
by  said  Winter.  The  contract  contained  further  stipulations, 
as  to  the  retention  of  possession  by  Banks,  the  cultivation  of 
parts  of  the  land  under  a  lease,  and  the  division  of  the  crops ; 
but  these  stipulations  are  not  material,  as  the  case  is  here  pre- 
sented. The  bill  alleged  that  the  greater  part  of  the  last  note, 
between  $500  and  $1,000,  was  still  unpaid,  with  solicitor's  fees 
and. costs  which  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  pay  ;  and  sought 
to  subject  the  land,  by  sale,  to  the  payment  of  this  amount. 
An  answer  was  tiled  by  the  defendant,  insisting  that  the  de- 
fendant had  received,  in  partial  payments,  and  the  proceeds  of 
crops  received  and  sold  by  him,  more  than  the  amount  due  on 
the  notes  given  for  the  purchase-money ;  and  denying  that  the 
complainant  had  paid  or  assumed  any  costs  or  solicitors  fees  for 
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which,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  defendant  was  liable. 
The  defendant  having  transferred  his  interest  in  the  land  and 
the  contract,  before  the  filing  of  the  bill,  to  Mrs.  Mary  E.  Win- 
ter, she  was  brought  in  as  a  defendant  by  an  amended  bill,  and 
filed  an  answer  setting  up,  in  substance,  the  same  defenses. 
The  chancellor  ordered  a  reference  to  the  register  as  to  the 
matters  of  account,  and  each  party  reserved  exceptions  to  the 
register's  report.  The  account,  as  stated  by  the  register,  showed 
a  balance  of  $693.55  due  to  the  complainant,  with  interest 
from  April  15th,  1882;  and  the  chancellor  confirmed  his  re- 
port, with  some  trifling  alterations,  overruling  the  exceptions 
of  each  party,  on  the  authority  of  Lehman  v.  Levy  (69  Ala.  48), 
on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  did  not  clearly  show  error  in 
the  register's  conclusions.  The  defendants  appeal  from  this 
decree,  and  here  assign  as  error  the  overruling  of  their  several 
exceptions  to  the  register's  report. 

GuNTER  &  Blakey,  for  appellants. 

D.  Clopton,  and  Rice  &  Wiley,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  assignments  of  error  refer  only  to 
the  one  ruling  on  exceptions  to  the  report  of  the  register  upon 
matters  of  account  between  the  parties.  On  appeal  from  a  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor,  overruling  exceptions  to  the  report  of 
the  register  on  questions  and  matters  of  account  dependent 
upon  the  conclusions  drawn  by  the  register  from  evidence  pro- 
duced before  him,  all  reasonable  presumptions  are  indulged  to 
support  his  rulings,  and  they  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  shown 
to  be  clearly  wrong. — Kinsey  v.  Kinsey^  37  Ala.  393 ;  Mahone 
V.  Williams,  39  Ala.  202 ;  Lehman  v.  Levy,  69  Ala.  48.  After 
a  careful  examination,  we  are  not  prepared  to  pronounce  them 
erroneous. 

The  first  exception  refers  to  the  allowance  of  the  fee  paid 
by  Banks  to  solicitors,  for  services  rendered  in  the  suit  of 
Gregg  v.  Banks.  The  liability  of  Winter  to  pay  the  fee,  if  it 
was  compensation  for  services  rendered  after  he  entered  into 
the  contract  of  purchase,  can  not  be  denied.  The  evidence 
showing  that  it  was  for  such  services,  and  not  for  antecedent 
services,  may  be  meagre ;  but  yet  it  had  a  tendency  to  prove 
the  fact,  and  was  the  only  evidence  upon  the  point  which  was 
introduced.  If  the  fact  were  otherwise,  and  the  fee  included 
services  rendered  prior  and  subsequent  to  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase, the  evidence  of  it  could  have  been  produced  by  the  de- 
fendants. As  they  offered  no  evidence  upon  the  point,  we  can 
not  say  the  register  erred  in  concluding  that  the  fee  was,  under 
the  contract,  properly  chargeable  to  Winter, 
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The  matter  of  exceptions  seems  to  have  been  very  fully  and 
carefully  examined  and  considered  by  the  chancellor,  and  we 
are  satistied  with  his  conclusions.  It  is  not  clearly  and  satis- 
factorily shown  that  the  register  erred  in  aiiy  of  the  rulines  to 
which  the  exceptions  are  directed,  and  they  ought  not  to  have 
been  disturbed. 

Affirmed. 

Stone,  J.,  not  sitting. 


City  Council  of  Montgomery  v.  Wriglit. 

Action  far  Damages  against  Municipals  Corporation,  Jbr  Per- 
sonal Injuries  caused  by  Defects  in  Streets. 

1.  Judicial  notice  of  municipal  charter. — The  charter  of  a  municipal 
corporation  is  a  public  statute,  of  which  the  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice. 

2.  Averment  of  corporate  character  and  name. — In  an  action  against  a 
municipal  corporation,  described  by  its  corporate  name,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  is  a  body  corporate, 
since  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  that  fact,  and  of  the  identity  of 
the  defendant  as  such  corporation. 

3.  Averment  of  corporate  duty  to  keep  streets  and  side-walks  in  repair. 
When  the  duty  of  keeping  "  the  streets  and  highways  in  repair  "  is  im- 
posed on  a  corporation  by  its  charter,  it  is  only  necessary  to  aver  the 
existence  of  this  duty  by  way  of  inducement,  when  declaring  against  the 
corporation  for  damages  resulting  from  its  breach  ;  and  this  is  done  with 
sufficient  certainty  by  the  general  allegation,  "  which  the  defendant  is 
bound  to  keep  in  repair." 

4.  Actionagainst  municipal  corporation,  for  damages;  notice  of  defect  in 
street  or  side-walk. — To  maintain  an  action  against  a  nmnicipa!  corporation 
for  damages,  on  account  of  injuries  resulting  from  its  failure  to  keep  the 
streets  and  side-walks  in  proper  repair,  the  plaintiff  must  aver  and  prove 
actual  notice  of  the  defect  in  the  street  or  side-walk,  or  facts  from  wliich 
constructive  notice  will  be  inferred  ;  and  such  constructive  notice  may  be 
inferred  from  the  notoriety  of  the  defect,  and  its  continuance  for  such 
length  of  time  as  to  raise  the  presumption  that  the  proper  municipal  of- 
ficers did  in  fact  know,  or  with  due  vigilance  and  care  ought  to  have 
known  it. 

5.  Duty  to  keep  streets  and  side-walks  in  repair. — The  duty  of  keeping 
its  streets  and  siae-walks  in  repair,  when  imposed  by  statute  on  a  muni- 
cipal corporation,  is  unquestioned,  and  may  exist  without  express  statu- 
tory provision;  and  this  duty  extends  to  the  whole  width  of  those 
thoroughfares,  and  requires  that  they  shall  be  kept  in  proper  condition 
for  safe  travel  by  night  as  well  as  by  day. 

6.  Negligence;  when  question  of  fact,  or  of  law. — AVhen  the  facts  are 
disputed,  or  when  different  conclusions  may  be  drawn  from  the  undis- 
puted facts,  negligence  vel  non  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  determination 
of  the  jury  ;  but,  when  the  facts  are  undisputed,  and  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  them  is  clear  and  certain,  it  is  a  question  of  law. 
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7.  Contributory  negligence;  when  not  imputed  to  plaintiff.— When  the 
evidence  shows  that  tlie  route  selected  by  plaintiff,  at  the  tnrie  he  was  in- 
jured by  a  fall  caused  by  a  "  wash-out "  in  the  side-walk,  was  the  route 
ordinarily  travelled  with  safety  by  all  persons  on  foot  going  in  that  direc- 
tion, that  the  side-walk  at  that  point  was  wide  enough  for  safe  passage 
on-  the  inside  of  the  "  wash-out,"  and  that  there  was  no  side-walk  on  the 
other  side  of  the  street ;  contributory  negligence  can  "not  be  imputed  to 
him,  because  he  had  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  side-walk,  and  did  not 
select  a  different  route. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Conrt  of  Montjojomery. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  James  E.  CobbI 

This  action  was  brought  by  William  Wright,  against  "  the 
City  Council  of  Montgomery,"  without  other  descriptive  words ; 
and  was  commenced  on  the  5th  November,  18§1.  The  complaint 
was  in  these  words  :  "  The  plaintiff  claims  of  the  defend- 
ant ten  thousand  dollars  as  damages,  and  plaintiff  avers  that 
there  is  in  the  city  of  Montgomery  a  public  highway,  called 
Bell  street,  leading  from  Goldthwaite  street  in  said  city  west  to 
the  corporate  limits  thereof,  which  the  defendant  is  bound  to 
keep  in  repair ;  and  that  that  portion  of  the  north  side  of  said 
£ell  street,  lying  between  Holt  and  Ilanrick  streets,  was  negli- 
gently suffered  by  the  defendant  to  be  out  of  repair,  whereby 
plaintiff,  travelling  therein,  and  using  due  care,  on,  to-wit,  the 
night  of  October  22d,  1881,  was  hurt;  to  plaintiff's  damage  as 
aforesaid,  and  therefore  he  sues.  And  plaintiff  claims  of  de- 
fendant the  further  sum  of  ten  thousand  dollars  as  damages ; 
and  plaintiff  avers  that  it  was  the  duty  of  defendant  to  keep  the 
streets  of  the  city  of  Montgomery  in  repair,  but  that  it  negli- 
gently suffered  a  street  in  said  city,  called  Bell  street,  to  be  and 
remain  in  bad  repair,  and  unfit  for  the  safe  use  of  citizens  and 
others  in  walking  along  the  same,  for  a  long  space  of  time  ;  and 
especially  that  it  negligently  suffered  the  side-walk  on  the  north 
side  of  said  street,  at  a  point  between  Hanrick  and  Holt  streets, 
to  be  and  remain  in  such  bad  repair  that  the  same  was  danger- 
ous in  its  use  in  walking,  by  reason  of  a  hole  so  left  by  it  in  the 
edge  of  said  side-walk,  about  five  feet  from  the  north  edge  tiiere- 
of,  and  more  than  two  feet  in  depth,  and  in  the  part  commonly 
used  by  those  walking  along  said  street ;  and  that  while  plain- 
tiff was  walking  along  said  street  and  side-walk,  carefully  and 
prudently,  on  tlie  niglit  of  October  22d  last,  he,  without  fault 
or  neglect  of  his  own,  stepped  with  one  foot  into  said  hole  so 
negligently  let  and  suffered  by  defendant  to  remain  in  said  side- 
walk, and,  by  reason  thereof,  fell  with  great  violence ;  whereby 
he  was  caused  great  pain  and  suffering,  for  a  long  time,  and 
was  permanently  injured  and  disabled  from  the  performance  of 
his  work,  and  has  become  liable  for  a  large  sum  of  money  for 
nursing,  medical  attendance  and  medicines,  necessar}^  to  relieve 
his  pain,  injury  and  suffering  sustained  by  said  fall ;  all  of  which. 
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was  suffered  by  reason  of  defendant's  negligent  failure  to  keep 
and  maintain  street  in  proper  repair  for  the  safe  use  of  citizens 
and  others,  as  it  was  its  duty  to  do ;  to  plaintiff's  damage,"  &c. 

The  defendant  demurred  "to  the  complaint,  in  short  by  con- 
sent," on  the  following  grounds  as  specified  :  Ist,  "  because 
the  complaint  does  not  show  that  the  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion ;  "  2d,  "  because  the  complaint  does  not  show  tliat  it  was 
the  defendant's  duty  to  keep  said  street  or  side- walk  in  repair;" 
3d,  "  because  the  complaint  does  not  aver  facts  showing  that  it 
was  defendant's  duty  to  keep  said  street  or  side- walk  in  repair  ;  " 
4th,  "  because  the  complaint  does  not  show  that  BeU  street  is  a 
street  established  by  defendant;"  5th,  "  l)ecause  the  complaint 
does  not  aver  or  show  that  said  street  or  side-walk  was  suffered 
to  remain  out  of  repair  for  an  nnreascmable  time."  The  court 
overruled  the  demurrer,  and  the  defendant  then  pleaded,  "  in 
short  by  consent — Ist,  the  general  issue ;  2d,  want  of  ordinar}' 
care  by  plaintiff;  3d,  contributory  negligence  by  plaintiff." 
The  trial  was  had  on  issue  joined  on  these  several  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  reserved  by  the  defend- 
ant, in  which  the  facts  are  thus  stated  :  "  The  plaintiff  offered 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  Bell  street  was  a  street  in  the 
city  of  Montgomery  laid  .out  by  the  defendant,  having  a  road- 
way of  some  fifty  feet  in  width,  and  a  side- walk  for  foot  passen- 
gers, laid  out  and  worked  by  the  city,  only  on  the  north  side  of 
the  street  at  the  point  where  the  injury  occurred  ;  that  no  side- 
walk was  laid  out  or  worked  by  the  city  on  the  south  side  of 
said  street  for  some  distance  above  and  below  the  said  point ; 
that  the  said  side- walk  on  the  north  side  was  laid  out  about  ten 
feet  wide,  and  was  of  that  width  for  some  distance  above  and 
below  that  point,  but  had  been  washed  down  to  a  width  of 
about  seven  feet  for  several  feet  above  and  below  tiiat  point ; 
that  this  side-walk  was  situated  some  three  feet,  or  more,  above 
the  road-way ;  that  at  a  point  on  said  side-walk  about  midway 
between  flolt  and  Hanrick  streets,  there  was  a  wash-out  on  the 
outer  edge  of  said  side-walk,  about  eighteen  inches  wide,  ex- 
tending about  two  feet  into  the  side-walk,  and  about  three  feet 
deep,  down  to  the  level  of  the  road  ;  that  this  wash-end  had  been 
in  existence,  in  the  same  condition,  for  more  than  two  years ; 
that  the  distance  from  the  inner  edge  of  the  loash-out  to  the 
fence  on  the  northern  edge  of  the  side-walk  was  from  five  feet 
six,  to  five  feet  eight  inches ;  that  along  the  side-walk,  at  points 
east  and  west  of  this  wcish-out^  was  a  beaten  path,  or  foot-way, 
made  by  persons  walking  singly,  which  passed  near  to  the  outer 
edge  of  the  side-walk,  but  next  to  and  within  the  inner  edge 
of  tlie  washout ;  that  this  was  the  only  foot- way,  and  it  was  uni- 
versally used  as  a  foot-way  by  all  persons  coming  into  or  going 
out  from  the  city  along  ^eU  street,  which  was  one  of  the  prin- 
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cipal  streets  used  by  persons  going  out  of  the  city  towards  the 
west,  or  coming  into  it  from  the  country  adjacent  to  the  city  on 
the  west ;  that  the  space  between  the  wash-out  and  the  fence  on 
the  north  was  about  five  feet  and  six  or  eight  inches ;  and  that 
the  space  between  said  path  and  the  fence,  some  eighteen 
inches  or  two  feet,  was  grown  up  with  grass,  being  unused  and 
untrodden,  and  sloped  up  towards  the  fence,  so  as  to  render  it 
inconvenient  to  walk  on  it.  He  offered  evidence,  also,  tending 
to  show  that  not  only  was  there  no  side-walk  worked  by  the  city 
on  the  south  side  of  the  street,  but  that  the  space  for  the  side- 
walk, inside  of  the  road-way,  was  not  practicable  for  persons 
walking,  and  was  never  used  by  them  ;  also,  that  on  October 
22d,  1881,  he  went  to  visit  a  friend  who  lived  on  the  south  side 
of  J^ell  street,  a  square  or  two  beyond  the  point  of  the  wash-out, 
and  passed  along  the  street  and  side-walk  on  the  north  side  of 
the  street,  passing  said  wash-out,  as  he  frequently  did  in  visit- 
ing his  said  friend  ;  that  this  was  in  the  afternoon,  and  in  the 
day-light,  and  he  then  saw  the  condition  of  said  side-walk ;  that 
he  remained  at  his  friend's  house  until  it  was  nearly  dark,  and 
then  set  out  to  return  home  in  the  city ;  that  it  began  to  rain, 
and  was  very  dark ;  that  he  crossed  over  to  the  north  side  of 
the  street,  and  ascended  to  the  embankment  of  the  side-walk  by 
a  bridge  from  the  street,  made  for  that  purpose,  at  a  point  west 
of  the  wash-out,  where  the  road- way  was  about  eighteeen  inches 
below  the  side-walk,  feeling  with  his  stick  before  him  for  the 
wash-out,  which  he  knew  of,  as  there  was  no  light,  but,  placing  his 
cane  beyond  and  across  the  edge  of  the  wash-out,  he  stepped 
with  one  foot  into  the  wash-out,  and  fell  down,  breaking  his 
hip  bone  near  the  joint,"  and  sustaining  other  serious  injuries, 
which  were  particularly  described.  "  Several  witnesses  testi- 
fied, that  they  had  seen  the  street  hands  often  at  work  on  the 
road-way,  repairing  it,  but  that  no  work  had  been  done  by  them, 
for  years,  on  the  side- walk  near  the  point  indicated  as  the  wash- 
out. The  defendant  showed  that  said  wash-out  was  at  a  point 
near  the  suburbs  of  the  city,  within  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards 
of  its  western  limits,  and  introduced  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  that  part  of  the  city  was  not  thickly  populated,  nor  greatly 
frequented  by  foot  passengers ;  and  introduced  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  road-way  of  Bell  street  was  well  repaired 
in  the  spring  of  the  year  1881,  and  that  a  part  of  the  side-walk 
on  the  north  side  of  said  street,  several  squares  east  of  the  ivash- 
out,  was  put  in  good  repair.  The  defendant's  street  overseer 
testified,  that  he  had  worked  on  the  side- walk  at  the  point  in- 
dicated as  the  wash-out,  but  could  not  say  when  it  was  last  done 
before  the  injury  happened ;  that  he  did  not  remember  he  had 
done  it  in  the  spring  of  1881,  but  had  repaired  it,  and  filled  up 
the  said  wash-out,  after  the  injury  happened.  The  defendant 
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introduced,  also,  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  wliole  space 
between  the  wdsh-out  and  the  fence,  some  five  feet  six  to  eieht 
inches,  was  level,  and  reasonably  safe  for  walking ;  also,  that 
tliough  no  side-walk  was  laid  out  on  the  south  side  of  the  street, 
vet  on  the  south  side,  from  the  house  which  plaintiff  left  to  come 
into  the  city,  there  was  a  safe  and  practicable  foot-way,  along 
which  persons  could  and  did  safely  walk,  coming  in  the  direc- 
tion which  plaintiff  came,  and  which'  extended  to  a  point  some 
distance  beyond  and  east  of  said  wash-out^  and  that  a  path 
crossed  the  road-way  thence,  to  a  point  on  the  side-walk  north 
where  it  was  safe  and  level,  and  well  worked  all  the  way  into 
the  heart  of  the  city.  There  was  no  evidence  of  notice  to  the 
defendant,  or  its  officers,  of  any  defect  in  the  said  side-walk, 
and  the  street  overseer  testified  that  he  did  not  know  its  con- 
dition ;  but  there  was  evidence,  also,  tending  to  show  that  it 
was  in  the  same  condition  for  months,  as  before  stated,  and  that 
the  street  hands  had  worked  the  road-way,  while  in  that  condi- 
tion, without  working  the  side-walk  at  that  point. 

"  This  was  all  the  evidence,"  and  the  court  thereupon  gave 
the  following  charges  to  the  jury,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiff : 
1.  "That  it  is  the  duty  of  the  corporation  to  keep  the  streets 
of  the  city  in  repair ;  and  this  includes  the  side-walks  for  per- 
sons on  foot,  as  well  as  the  road-ways ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  a 
complaint  for  injury  caused  by  a  defect  in  the  side-walk,  that 
there  was  a  suflBcieut  space  thereon  by  which  a  safe  passage 
might  have  been  made,  unless  the  injury  might  have  been 
avoided  by  proper  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  person  injured, 
or  unless  negligence  can  be  imputed  to  him  as  contributing  to 
cause  the  injury."  2.  "Thattheattemptof  a  visitor  to  a  friend 
in  the  city  to  walk  home  at  night,  on  a  side-walk  which  has 
been  left  in  bad  repair  by  the  city,  and  which  is  in  the  same 
condition  in  which  it  has  been  kept  for  months,  and  which  is 
the  only  one  in  the  city  used  by  all  persons  having  occasion  to 
go  in  that  direction,  is  not  negligence  in  him ;  and  if  a  person 
60  walking  is  injured,  by  reason  of  a  defect  in  the  side-walk,  he 
is  entitled  to  recover  damages,  unless  his  negligence  in  walking 
contributed  to  the  injury."  3.  "  That  it  is  as  much  the  duty 
of  the  city  to  keep  the  side-walks  in  the  suburbs  of  the  city  in 
a  safe  condition  for  the  use  of  passengers,  as  those  in  the  heart 
of  the  city ;  that  while  the  authorities  may  have  a  discretion  in 
the  matter  of  elegance  of  pavements,  or  m  the  matter  of  pave- 
ments or  no  pavements,  yet  they  have  no  discretion  in  the  mat- 
ter of  safety ;  and  it  is  an  absolute  duty  to  keep  all  the  side- 
walks in  the  city  in  a  rejisonably  safe  condition  for  the  use 
of  passengers,  whether  in  the  body  of  the  city  or  near  its 
limits."  To  each  of  these  charges  an  exception  was  duly  re- 
served by  the  defendant,  and  they  are  now  assigned  as  error, 
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together  witli  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

Clopton,  Herbert  &  Chambers,  for  appellant. — 1.  The 
complaint  is  fatally  defective  in  several  particulars,  {a)  It 
does  not  aver  that  the  defendant  is  a  municipal  corporation,  nor 
give  its  corporate  name.  The  name  of  the  corporation,  as  the 
court  must  judicially  know,  is  the  City  of  Montgomery  ',  and 
although  the  corporation  may  sue  or  be  sued  by  the  name  of  its 
city  council,  the  complaint  must  aver  that  the  suit  is  so  brought, 
thereby  showing  that  the  corporation  is  the  real  defendant.  (&) 
The  complaint  should  aver,  also,  that  the  duty  of  keeping  its 
streets  in  repair  is  enjoined  on  the  corporation  by  its  charter, 
or  should  set  out  the  special  powers  granted,  so  that  the  court 
may  see  that  the  duty  is  devolved  upon  it.  In  this  country, 
there  is  no  common-law  obligation  resting  on  such  corporations 
to  keep  their  streets  and  highways  in  repair,  and  it  onl}'  exists 
by  statute. — 2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  785.  The  only  averment  of 
the  complaint  on  this  point — "which  the  defendant  is  bound 
to  keep  in  repair" — is  merely  inferential,  or  the  statement  of  a 
conclusion,  and  is  wholly  insufhcient.  (c)  The  complaint 
neither  avers  notice  of  the  defect  to  the  corporation,  nor  states 
facts  from  which  notice  may  reasonably  be  presumed  ;  and  this 
was  a  necessary  averment. —  Wightman  v.  Washington,  1 
Black,  39,  52. 

2.  The  first  charge  given  to  the  jury,  at  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  not  direct  and  certain,  but  evasive,  and  calculated 
to  mislead  the  jury;  and  is  therefore  erroneous. —  Cothranv. 
Moore,  1  Ala.  423 ;  Solom/m  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  83.  There 
was  no  obstruction,  or  structural  defect,  in  the  side- walk ;  and 
if  the  space  between  the  tvash-orit  and  the  fence  was  sufficiently 
wide,  level  and  commodious,  to  fenable  persons  to  pass  with 
safety  and  convenience  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  this 
was  a  defense  to  the  action. —  Camplell  v.  City  Council,  53 
Ala.  624 ;  Dill.  M.  C.  §  789.  This  charge  is  obnoxious  to  the 
further  objection,  that  it  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury  as 
to  the  onus  of  proof  on  the  question,  whether  the  injury  could 
have  been  avoided  by  proper  prudence.  Although  contributo- 
ry negligence  is  a  defense,  the  onus  of  which  is  on  the  defend- 
ant ;  yet  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  show,  not  only  a 
defect  in  the  side-walk,  but  that  the  defect  rendered  the  side- 
walk unsafe  and  inconvenient  for  passage  by  persons  using  or- 
dinary care. — Pennington  v.  WoodaU,  17  Ala.  685. 

3.  The  second  charge  given  assumed  as  facts,  that  the  side- 
walk was  in  bad  repair,  that  it  had  been  in  the  same  condition 
for  months,  and  that  it  was  the  only  one  used  by  all  persons 
having  occasion  to  go  in  that  direction ;  as  to  which  several 
matters  there  was  conflicting  evidence.     The  charge,  therefore, 
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invaded  the  province  of  the  jury,  and  was  erroneous. — Sku{?us 
(&  Lewis  V.  T/ie  State,  21  Ala.  218;  McKerisie  v.  Br.  Bank, 
28  Ala.  610;  McGonegal  v.  Walker,  23  Ala.  361;  Hendersm^ 
V.  Marx,  57  Ala.  169.  It  was  erroneous,  also,  in  instructing 
the  jury  that,  as  matter  of  law,  on  the  facts  stated,  the  plaintiff 
was  not  guilty  of  negligence.  Negligence  is,  generally,  a 
mixed  (|uestion  of  law  and  fact ;  and  it  is  not  necessarily  a 
question  of  law,  whenever  the  facts  are  undisputed.  Where  the 
negligence  consists  in  the  failure  to  perform  a  clear  legal  duty,  or 
where  the  conduct  of  all  prudent  men,  under  giveii  circum- 
stances, is  so  notoriously  uniform  that  this  uniformity  hecomes 
a  iiile  of  law,  negligence  vel  noii  is  a  question  of  law ;  but, 
when  the  facts  are  doubtful  or  disputed,  or,  though  undisputed, 
are  such  that  reasonable  men  may  fairly  arrive  at  different  con- 
clusions, the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  them  is  a  question  for 
the  jury,  and  the  court  has  no  power  to  determine  it  — Detroit 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Steinhurg,  17  Mich.  99,  118;  Penn.  Railroad 
Co.  0.  Ogier,  32  Penn.  St.  71 ;  Briggs  v.  Taylor,  28  Vermont, 
183  ;  Ireland  v.  Oswego,  13  N.  Y.  533;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Stout, 
17  Wallace,  657;  Patterson  v.  Wallace,  1  McQueen's.  H.  L. 
Cases,  748;  Beers  v.  IIous.  Railroad  Co.,  19  Conn.  566. 
Again,  notice  of  the  defect  to  the  defendant  was  necessary,  to 
make  out  the  plaintiff's  case ;  and  though  notice  may  be  inferred 
from  other  facts  proved,  it  is  an  inference  of  fact  to  be  drawn 
by  the  jury. — KMe  v.  Richmond,  31  Gratt.  271.  As  to  the 
condition  of  the  street,  and  the  length  of  time  the  defect  had 
existed,  from  which  the  inference  of  notice  was  to  be  drawn, 
the  evidence  was  conflicting ;  and  the  charge  was  erroneous  in 
Ignoring  the  question  of  notice. 

4.  The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  unless  he  used 
ordinary  care  to  avoid  the  accident;  yet  the  charge  restricts  his 
duty  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in  walking — "  unless  his 
negligence  in  walking  contributed  to  the  injury."  For  this 
reason,  the  charge  is  erroneous. — Dill  v.  ( 'amp,  22  Ala.  249. 
The  plaintiff  had  full  knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  side-walk, 
and  saw  its  condition  when  he  passed  in  the  afternoon ;  and  in 
attempting  to  pass  it  in  the  dark,  when  he  might  have  passed 
with  safety  ancl  convenience  along  the  path-way  on  the  south 
side,  he  did  not  use  ordinary  care,  and  took  on  himself  all  risk 
of  accident. — President  v.  Dii^ouc/iett,  2  Indiana,  586;  Brnker 
V.  Coi'ington,  69  Indiana,  33  ;  Richmond  v.  Courtney,  32  Gratt. 
792.  Knowledge  of  a  defect  in  a  highway  is  not,  generally, 
conclusive  evidence  of  negligence  in  attempting  to  pass  it ;  yet, 
if  the  defect  is  such  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence,  having 
knowledge  of  it,  would  not  under  the  circumstances  attempt  to 
pass  it,  then  the  plaintiff  was  not  justified  in  attem])tini;  lo  do 
so. — Reed  v.  Northjield,  13  Pick.  94;  Thomas  v.  Idegraph 
27 
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Co.,  100  Mass.  156;  Fox  v.  Glastenhurg,  39  Conn.  204;  Hul- 
hard  V.  Cmicord,  35  N.  H.  52.  Whether  the  plaintiff  exercised 
ordinary  care  in  remaining  at  his  friend's  house  in  the  suburbs 
of  the  city  until  nearly  dark,  knowing  that  he  would  pass  on 
his  return  over  a  defective  side-walk,  and  in  crossing  from  the 
south  to  the  north  side  of  the  street,  when  it  was  so  dark  that 
he  could  not  see  the  defect,  and  might  have  avoided  it  by  con- 
tinuing along  the  footway, — should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury,  and  was  withdrawn  from  their  consideration  by  this  charge, 
which  limited  their  inquiry  to  negligence  or  care  in  the  single 
matter  of  walking  along  the  side-walk. 

Shaver  &  Hutcheson,  with  whom  was  H.  C.  Semple,  contra. 
1.  The  charter  of  the  city  of  Montgomery  is  a  public  statute, 
of  which  the  courts  will  take  judicial  notice. — Smoot  v.  We- 
tump'ka,  24  Ala.  112 ;  Case  v.  j!^ohiU,  30  Ala.  538.  The  char- 
ter expressly  provides,  that  the  corporation  may  sue  and  be  sued 
by  the  name  of  the  "  City  Council  of  Montgomery,"  the  name 
by  which  it  is  here  sued  ;  and  it  enjoins  on  the  corporation  the 
duty  of  keeping  its  streets  in  repair,  as  this  court  has  decided. 
Campbell  v.  City  Council.,  53  Ala.  528 ;  City  Council  v.  Gil- 
mer <&  Taylor,  33  Ala.  116 ;  also,  Smoot  v.  Mayor  of  Wetumpka, 
24  Ala.  112  ;  2  Dillon's  Mun.  Corp.  §  1017.  These  facts  being 
judicially  known,  it  was  not  necessary  that  they  should  be  aver- 
red in  the  complaint;  and  the  general  averment — "which  the 
defendant  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair" — conforms  to  the  prece- 
dent from  which  the  count  was  copied. — Chitty's  Pleadings,  by 
Perkins,  16th  Amer.  ed.,  575.  Express  notice  to  the  corpora- 
tion, of  the  defect  or  obstruction  in  the  street  or  highway,  is 
only  required  where  the  defect  has  suddenly  happened,  as  by 
the  falling  of  a  tree  in  the  night,  and  sufficient  time  has  not 
elapsed  to  discover  it ;  and  in  all  other  cases,  it  is  sufficient  to 
aver,  as  here,  long  continuance  of  the  defect,  or  other  facts  from 
which  notice  will  be  inferred. —  Ward  v.  Jefferson,  24  Wise. 
342 ;  Rockford  v.  Hildebi^and,  61  Illinois,  155 ;  Chicago  v. 
Folder,  60  Illinois,  322;  Springfield  v.  Doyle,  76  Illinois,  202; 
2  Dill.  M.  C.  §  790.  For  these  reasons,  and  on  these  authori- 
ties, the  complaint  was  sufficient,  and  the  demurrer  to  it  was 
properly  overruled. 

2.  The  first  charge  of  the  court,  given  at  the  instance  of  the 
plaintiff,  asserts  the  proposition,  that  the  duty  of  keeping  the 
streets  and  side-walks  in  a  safe  and  convenient  state  of  repair,  ex- 
tends throughout  their  whole  width.  This  proposition  is  mani- 
festly correct,  and  is  fully  sustained  by  authority. — Shear.  & 
Redf .  on  Negligence,  §  385  ;  Roll  v.  Manchester,  40  N.  H.  410 ; 
Bacon  v.  Boston,  3  Cush.  Mass.  174.  In  this  case  last  cited, 
the  street  was  forty  feet  wide,  and  the  defect  extended  only 
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fourteen  inches  into  the  side-walk,  leaving  ample  space  for  safe 
passage  hy  the  side  of  it;  but  the  court  held  that  this  was  no 
defense  to  the  action.  If  the  charge  was  not  clear  and  explicit, 
or  was  calculated  to  confuse  or  mislead  the  jury,  an  explanatory 
charge  should  liave  i)een  asked. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  344,  ^§  129-30, 
3.  The  second  charge  given  was  supported  by  the  evidence 
adduced  by  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  his  right  to  request  instruc- 
tions based  on  that  view  of  the  evidence  which  was  favorable 
to  him. — (Vmnerly  v.  P.<k  M.  Ins.  Co..,  66  Ala.  444;  Gai^ett 
V.  Garrett,  27  Ala.  687;  Wolf  v.  Parham,  18  Ala.  441;  Far- 
ley V.  Smith,  39  Ala.  38.  The  facts  were  stated  hypothetically, 
and  it  was  competent  to  state  them  in  that  manner. — Railroad 
Co.  V.  JoneSs  56  Ala.  507;  and  cases  cited  in  Ist  Brick.  Dig. 
336,  §  14.  Tiie  charge  does  not  undertake  to  state  what  is  neg- 
ligence, but  only  that  the  facts  recited  do  not,  per  se,  constitute 
such  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  would  relieve  the 
defendant  of  liability  in  this  case.  The  substance  of  the  charge 
is,  that  plaintiff,  or  nny  other  person  going  in  that  direction, 
might  lawfully  and  properly  use  the  principal  thoroughfare  in 
that  part  of  the  city,  and  attempt  to  walk  along  the  only  side- 
walk of  that  street,  although  he  knew  there  was  a  defect  in  it ; 
and  that  ordinary  care  did  not  recpiire  that  he  should  have 
selected  another  route.  As  to  the  correctness  of  this  proposi- 
tion, see  E7'ie  City  v.  Schwin^le,  10  liar.  Penn.  St.  384;  iSmith 
V.  St.  Josep/i,  45  Mo.  449 ;  Humphreys  i}.  Annstrojig,  56  Penn. 
St.  204  ;  Trow  v.  Railroad  Co.,  24  Vermont,  487 :  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Armstrong,  52  Penn.  St.  282.  If  the  plaintiff  was  using 
ordinary  and  proper  care  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  his  right  oi 
action  can  not  be  defeated  because  he  imprudently  attempted  to 
pass  along  this  side- walk,  or  failed  to  keep  along  the  south  side 
of  the  street,  or  to  select  some  other  route. — Railroad  Co.  v. 
Donahue,  75  Illinois,  106  ;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Mason,  51  Miss. 
234;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Elliott,  28  Ohio  St.  340;  11  Ilun, 
N.  Y.  333. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  charter  of  the  city  of  Montgom- 
ery is  a  public  statute,  of  which  the  courts  will  take  judicial 
notice.  It  provides  that  the  corporate  authorities  may  sue  and 
be  sued  by  the  name  of  "The  City  Council  of  Montgomery." 
The  court  must,  therefore,  judicially  know  the  legal  iaentity  of 
the  defendant  corporation  in  this  action  with  that  of  the  mun- 
icipalitv  known  as  the  City  of  Montgomery. — 1  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  ^  83  ;  AWy  v.  Trustees  A.  tfe  C.  R.  R.  Co.,  58  Ala.  489; 
City  ofSelma  v.  Perkins,  68  Ala.  145. 

It  IS  not  required  by  the  rules  of  pleading,  that  litigants 
should  specially  aver  facts  of  which  the  courts  commonly  take 
judicial  cognizance.     Hence,  it  was  unnecessary  to  allege  in  the 
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complaint  that  the  defendant  was  a  body  corporate. — 2  Chitty 
on  Plead.  (16tli  Amer.  Ed.)  p.  13. 

The  cit}'  charter  expressly  devolved  on  the  corporate  author- 
ities the  duty  of  keeping  "  tJie  streets  and  highways  "  in  repair. 
It  was  only  necessary  to  aver  the  existence  of  this  duty,  by  way 
of  inducement ;  and  this  was  done  with  sufficient  certainty  in 
the  complaint,  by  the  general  allegation,  "which  the  defendant 
is  bound  to  keep  in  repair." — S.  &  N.  Ala.  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  62  Ala.  494,  500 ;  Ala.  &  Fla.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wal- 
ler, 48  Ala.  459. 

In  order  to  maintain  the  present  action  against  the  defendant, 
it  is  true,  as  insisted  by  appellant's  counsel,  that  the  plaintiff 
must  aver  and  prove  express  notice  of  the  alleged  defect  in  the 
highway,  or  facts  from  which  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  cor- 
porate authorities  were  properly  chargeable  with  constructive 
notice.  It  is  well  settled,  on  plain  principles,  that  constructive 
notice  of  such  defect  "  may  be  inferred  from  its  notoriety,  and 
from  its  conthiuance  for  such  length  of  time  as  to  lead  to  the 
presumption  that  the  proper  officers  of  the  town  [or  city]  did 
in  fact  know,  or  with  proper  vigilance  and  care  might  have 
known  the  fact."  —Reed  v.  Northfield  (13  Pick.  94),  23  Amer. 
Dec.  6P)2  ;  Harriman  v.  Boston,  114  Mass.  245  ;  2  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.,  3d  Ed.,  ^  1024.  The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  were 
sufficient  as  an  averment  of  implied  or  constructive  notice. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  principles,  there  was  no  error  in 
overruling  the  demurrer  interposed  to  the  complaint,  and  the 
assignment  of  error  based  on  this  action  of  the  court  below 
will  be  overruled. 

The  duty  of  municipal  corporations  to  keep  their  streets  and 
side- walks  in  a  reasonably  safe  state  of  repair  for  public  use  is 
unquestionable,  when  imposed  by  positive  statute,  and  may 
often  exist  without  it.— 2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (3d  Ed.),  §  1017. 
This  duty  does  not  relate  to  a  part,  but  extends  to  the  whole 
width  of  these  public  thoroughfares.  If  any  portion  of  a  side- 
walk be  negligently  left  in  such  condition  as  that  pedestrians 
can  not  travel  over  it  with  reasonable  assurance  of  safety,  by 
night  as  well  as  by  day,  the  municipal  authorities  may  be 
chargeable  with  a  neglect  of  this  duty  to  its  citizens,  and  the 
public  generally. — City  (rf  Chicago  v.  Robbins,  2  Black,  418; 
Shearman  and  Redf.  Neg.  §  385 ;  Bacon  v.  Boston,  3  Cush. 
174.  The  first  and  third  charges,  given  at  the  request  of  the 
plaintiff,  were  mere  assertions  of  this  principle,  and  were  prop- 
erly given. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  giving  the  second  charge 
requested  by  the  plaintiff,  because  it  undertakes  to  judicially 
declare  that  it  was  not  negligence  ^6/'  se  for  the  plaintiff  to  pass 
over  the  side- walk  in  question  at  night. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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The  question  of  negligence  is  always  deemed  one  of  fact, 
for  the  determination  of  the  jury,  in  all  cases  of  doubt,  either 
where  the  facts  are  disputed,  or  where  different  minds  may  rea- 
sonably draw  different  inferences  or  conclusions.  But  it  is  a 
question  of  law,  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  where  the  facts  are 
undisputed,  and  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  them  i.s  clear 
and  certain.  This,  we  think,  is  the  sounder  and  better  rule  on 
the  subject. — Railroad  v.  Stout,  17  Wall.  657 ;  2  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  (3d  Ed.),  §  1026.  It  is  expressed  by  a  standard  author  in 
the  following  words :  "  When  the  facts  are  clearly  settled,  and 
the  course  ^^•llich  common  prudence  dictated  can  be  clearly  dis- 
cerned, the  court  should  decide  the  ease  as  a  matter  of  law." 
Shear,  and  Redf.  Negl.  Jj  11.  Negligence  is  said  by  Mr.  Whar- 
ton to  be  a  mixed  (juestion  of  law  and  fact,  ''to  be  decided  as 
a  question  of  law  by  the  court,  when  the  facts  are  undisputed, 
or  conclusively  proved,  but  not  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury 
when  the  facts  are  disputed,  and  the  evidence  is  conflicting." 
Whart.  on  Neg.  §  420,  and  cases  cited. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  undisputed.  The  general  width  of 
the  side-walk,  over  which  plaintiii  was  walking  when  injured, 
wa.s  about  ten  feet,  and  at  the  immediate  locality  of  the  defect, 
or  "wash-out,"  it  was  over  seven  feet.  The  ipus/toutwai^  about 
eighteen  inches  wide,  and  encroached  ui)on  the  outer  edges  of 
the  side-walk  about  two  feet,  leaving  between  it  and  the  fence 
a  pass-way  of  about  ^five  and  a  half  feet.  The  side-walk  was 
elevated  about  three  feet  above  the  street,  or  road-way,  and  the 
wash-out  extended  from  the  top  of  the  side-walk  all  the  way 
down  to  the  street.  This  defect  had  existed  for  many  months^ 
and  was  known  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  route  ''  was  the  mdy 
one  in  the  city  used  by  all  the  people  having  occimon  to  go  in 
that  direction.'? 

The  defense  interposed  was  cordrilmtory  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  based  upon  an  alleged  want  of  ordinary 
care  on  his  part.  It  would  seem  a  legal  truism  to  say,  that  it 
could  not  be  deemed  a  want  of  ordinary  care  for  the  plaintiff 
to  do  what  all  other  persons,  similarly  circumstanced,  were  in 
the  constant  habit  of  doing,  without  accident  or  injury  to  them- 
selves, so  far  as  is  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  which  is  set  out  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions.  There  was  ample  room  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  have  safely  passed  between  the  fence  aj)d  the  v/v/.vA-c/f/^, 
and  his  very  familiarity  with  the  existence  of  the  defect  may 
have  been  an  argument  in  his  own  mind  inducing  him  to  be- 
lieve that  he  could  pass  it  in  safety.  The  possession  of  a  walk- 
ing-cane, with  which  he  seems  to  liave  felt  his  way  along  when 
approaching  the  defective  place,  was  a  circumstance,  also,  fav- 
orable to  the  prosi)ect  of  his  safety.  The  plaintiff  could  not. 
we  repeat,  have  been  guilty  of  a  want  of  ordinary  care,  j^rima 
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facie^  in  selecting  a  route  which  was  wdinarily  travelled  with 
safety  hy  all  pedestrians  going  in  the  same  direction.  If  he 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  at  all,  it  was  not  in  se- 
lecting the  route,  but  in  the  want  of  care  exercised  in  the  act 
of  walking,  after  he  had  made  the  selection. 

It  is  true,  as  argued,  that  he  may  have  gone  by  some  other 
less  frequented  street,  or  have  followed  a  pathway,  not  often 
travelled,  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  same  street,  where  the 
evidence  shows,  however,  there  was  no  regular  side-walk.  But 
this  was  only  a  condition  of  the  casualty.  It  is  not  what  is 
commonly  called  the  "/>?'(?a;ima^6  cause"  of  the  injury,  or  what 
is  termed  by  Mr.  Wharton  the  ^''juridical  cause  "  of  it.  "  The 
negligence,"  he  says,  ''to  make  2l  juridical  cause,  must  be  such 
that,  by  the  usual  coarse  of  events,  it  would  result,  unless  inde- 
pendent disturbing  moral  agencies  intervene,  in  the  particular 
injury.  It  may  be  negligence  in  me  to  cross  a  railroad,"  he 
adds,  "  on  a  level,  when  by  going  a  mile  around  I  could  cross  on 
a  bridge.  Yet  this  negligence,  in  case  I  am  struck  b}"  a  train, 
is  not  the  juridical  cause  of  the  collision,  if  I  keep  a  good  look-out 
when  I  reach  the  wa^."— Wliart.  on  Neg.  §§  324,  303.  The 
practical  construction  of  a  "  proximate  cause  "  has  been  said  to 
be,  one  from  which  '•  a  man  of  ordinary  experience  and  sagacity 
could  foresee  that  the  result  might  probably  ensue." — Shear, 
and  Redf.  on  Neg.  j$  10;  McGrew  v.  Stone,  53  Penn.  St.  436; 
Bennett  v.  Lockwood,  20  Wend.  223.  Or,  as  otherwise  stated, 
in  the  case  of  defendants  sought  to  be  charged,  the  principle 
has  been  declared  to  be,  "every  defendant  shall  be  held  to  be 
liable  for  all  those  consequences  which  might  have  \iQQ.\\  foreseen 
and  expected  as  the  result  of  his  conduct,  but  not  for  those 
which  he  could  not  have  foreseen,  and  was  therefore  under  no 
moral  obligation  to  take  into  consideration." — 3  Parson  Contr. 
(6th  Ed.)  ^  179. 

The  court  did  not  err,  therefore,  in  charging,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  select  another  route,  under 
the  facts  of  this  case,  did  not  constitute  contributory  negligence 
per  se  on  his  part. — £/rie  City  v.  Schwingle,  10  Harris  (Penn. 
St.)  3S4;  Smith  v.  City  of  St.  Joseph,  45  Mo.  449. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  Circuit  Court, 
and  its  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 
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Hate  he tt  v.  Blanton. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Secured  Creditor^  for  Reformation  and  En- 
forceinent  of  Assignment. 

1 .  Election  by  creditor,  to  take  under  or  against  assignment. — A  creditor, 
secured  by  an  assignment  of  property  voluntarily  executed  by  the  debt- 
or, may  elect  whether  he  will  accept  its  provisions,  or  will  assert  his 
rights  independent  of  it;  but  he  must  accept  or  reject  it  as  an  entirety, 
and  can  not  accept  it  in  part  and  repudiate  it  in  part — he  can  not  claim 
both  under  and  against  it. 

2.  ISame. — A  general  recital  in  the  assignment,  that  it  is  the  purpose 
and  intention  of  the  grantor  to  appropriate  the  property  assigned  to  the 
payment  of  partnership  and  individual  debts  as  a  court  of  equity  would 
marshal  the  assets,  does  not  authorize  the  court,  at  the  instance  of  a  se- 
cured creditor,  to  change  or  subvert  the  uses  expressly  declared,  and  to 
appropriate  property  to  the  payment  of  partnership  debts,  on  the  ground 
tliat  it  is  in  fact  partnership  property,  when  the  deed  treats  it  as  individ- 
ual property,  and  directs  its  appropriation  first  to  the  payment  of  indi- 
vidual'debts. 

3.  Heal  property  belonging  to  partnership. — Real  estate,  purchased 
with  partnership  lunds,  or  on  partnership  credit,  and  for  partnership 
purposes,  is,  in  a  court  of  equity,  regarded  as  partnership  property,  and 
subject  primarily  to  the  payment  of  partnership  debts,  whether  the  legal 
title  is  in  the  name  of  the  partnershij),  in  the  name  of  one  partner  only, 
or  in  the  names  of  the  several  partners  as  tenants  in  common ;  but,  to 
have  this  effect,  the  property  must  be  purchased  with  partnership  funds, 
or  on  partnership  credit,  and  for  partnership  uses;  and  where  these  two 
facts  do  not  concur,  the  title  and  ownership  are  unchanged. 

4.  Change  in  partnership. — The  introduction  of  a  n«;w  member  into  an 
existing  partnership  works  its  dissolution,  and  the  creation  of  a  new 
partnership ;  and  the  new  partner,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  agree- 
ment, is  neither  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  old  partnership,  nor  does  he 
ac(|uire  any  interest  in  its  proj>erty. 

5.  Cross-bill. — A  cross-bill  can  not  be  maintaineil  when  it  is  inconsis- 
tent with  the  answer,  nor  can  it  be  supported  on  facts  not  averred  in  the 
answer;  and  this  principle  applies  where  there  is  an  agreement  of  record 
that  the  defendants  shall  each  be  entitled,  under  his  answer,  to  the  same 
relief  as  under  a  cross-bill  regularly  file<l. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before. the  Hon.  H.  Austill. 

The  original  ])ill  in  this  case  was  filed,  on  the  13th  December, 
1875,  by  Mrs.  Mary.  B.  Blanton,  as  a  creditor  of  the  late  part- 
nership of  Phillips  6z  Fariss,  and  its  successor  in  business, 
Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.,  each  of  which  iinus  conducted  a  mer- 
cantile business  in  the  city  of  Montgomery ;  against  Cyrus 
Phillips  and  Robert  C.  Fariss,  the  surviving  partners  of  the 
latter  firm,  said  Phillips  being  also  the  sole  surviving  partner ' 
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of  the  former;  and  against  the  children  and  heirs  at  law  of 
William  B.  Fariss,  deceased,  who  was  a  partner  of  each  of  said 
firms ;  and  against  George  W.  Stone  and  F.  H.  Warren,  as 
trustees  in  an  assignment,  or  deed  of  trust,  executed  by  said 
Phillips  and  R.  C.  Fariss  for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors  and 
the  creditors  of  said  partnerships;  and  against  F.  Bugbee,  and 
others,  creditors  secured  by  said  deed  of  assignment.  A  copy 
of  the  assignment  was  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill ;  and  the 
prayer  of  the  bill  was,  "  that  the  said  deed  may  be  reformed, 
so  that  it  may  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  thereto, 
according  to  equity  and  good  conscience,  and  the  recitals  to  that 
effect  therein  contained  ;  that  complainant  shall  be  decreed  on 
final  hearing,  to  have  a  lien  on  the  property  of  said  Phillips  and 
Fariss ;  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  the  effects  of  the 
said  partnership  in  the  hands  of  said  trustees,  and  for  other 
and  further  relief,"  under  the  general  prayer. 

The  deed  of  trust,  or  assignment,  as  shown  by  the  copy  made 
an  exhibit  to  the  bill,  contained  these  recitals :  "  Whereas,  the 
late  firm  of  Phillips  tfe  Fariss,  which  was  composed  of  Cyrus 
Phillips  and  W.  B.  Fariss,  the  latter  now  deceased,  is  indebted 
to  F.  Bugbee  in  the  sum  of  $6,000,  by  promissory  note  made 
by  said  Cyrus  Phillips  and  W.  B.  Fariss  on  the  14th  March, 
1862,  and  payable  on  1st  April,  1862 :  And  whereas  the  late 
firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.,  which  was  composed  of  said  C. 
Phillips,  W.  B.  Fariss.  and  Robert  C.  Fariss,  is  indebted  to 
the  following  persons,  in  the  following  sums  respectively  " — 
namely,  to  Mrs.  Mary  B.  Craik  (now  Blanton,  the  complainant 
in  the  bill),  in  the  sum  of  $2,492,  as  evidenced  by  the  promis- 
sory note  of  said  firm,  dated  April  23d,  1862,  and  in  two  other 
notes  dated  in  Api'il  and  May,  1862,  respectively,  and  together 
aggregating  about  $1,500;  and  to  Mrs.  E.  C.  Clements,  since 
deceased,  by  a  promissory  note  for  $216,  signed  by  said  part- 
nership, and  dated  September  loth,  1858:  '■'  And  vjhereas  the 
said  Cyrus  Phillips  is  indebted  individually  to  the  following 
persons"— namely,  to  F.  Bugbee,  in  the  sum  of  $6,000,  as 
shown  by  liis  promissory  note  dated  April  Ist,  1868;  to  Henry 
C.  Talbird,  in  the  sum  of  $2,200,  due  l)y  promissory  note  dated 
31st  October,  1861 ;  and  to  Mary  C.  Talbird,  by  balance  due 
on  promissory  note  dated  1st  January,  1864,  being  about  $2,000: 
"  And  viliereas  the  said  Cyrus  Phillips  and  Robert  C.  Fariss 
are  each  indebted  to  John  W.  McQueen,  for  their  respective 
)roportion  of  the  losses  sustained  by  the  late  partnerships  ot 
'ariss  ife  Phillips,  and  Fariss,  Phillips  &  McQueen" — each 
of  which  was  composed  of  said  C.  Phillips,  R.  G.  Fariss,  and 
Jno.  W.  McQueen,  their  respective  interests  being  stated — "  the 
amount  of  said  losses  being  not  yet  ascertained,  but  it  is  agreed 
that,  for  the  purposes  of  this  instrument,  the  share  of  said 
Vol.  Lxxir. 
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Phillips  in  the  losses  of  said  two  partnerships  shall  not  exceed 
$7,500:  And  w/ie/'€<is  the  ssL\d  partnership  of  Phillips  iV  Far- 
iss  owns  certain  real  estate,  hereinafter  described,  in  which 
said  Cyrns  Phillips  owns  an  undivided  one-half  interest;  and 
the  said  Phillips,  Fariss  tfe  Co.  owns  certain  other  real  estate, 
hereinafter  described,  in  which  said  C.  Phillips  owns  an  undi- 
vided interest  equal  to  forty  per  cent,  thereof,  and  said  K.  C. 
Fariss  owns  an  undivided  interest  ecjual  to  twenty  per  cent, 
thereof;  and  the  said  C.  Phillips  owns  in  his  individual  right 
either  the  entire  or  an  undivided  interest  in  certain  other  real 
estate,  as  hei'einafter  described :  A/id  v/ierea^  the  said  Cyrus 
Phillips  desires  that  his  said  interest  in  stfid  real  estate  shall  lye 
applied  and  appropriated  to  the  security  and  payment  of  the 
above  stated  indebtedness,  in  the  manner,  and  upon  the  same 
principles,  as  a  court  of  equity  would  marshal  and  appropriate 
the  same ;  and  so  also  does  the  said  Robert  C.  Fariss." 

The  deed  then  proceeds :  "  Xow  i)e  it  known,  that  I,  Cyrus 
Phillips,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  aforesaid  indebtedness,  do  hereby 
grant,"  tfec,  "  to  said  George  W.  Stone  and  Fred.  H.  Warren, 
an  undivided  one-half  interest  in  and  to  a  certain  tract  of  land 
in  Bullock  county,"  particularly  described,  called  the  "Baldwin 
place,"  and  said  to  contain  458  acres,  "which  was  conveyed  by 
M.  A.  Baldwin  to  Cyrus  PhilHj)s  and  W.  B.  Fariss  by  deed 
dated  May  13th,  18<>3.  which  said  tract  of  land  is  the  })artner- 
ship  property  of  said  tirni  of  Phillips  <!ic  Fariss ;  also,  an  un- 
divided two-tifths  interest  in  and  to  a  certain  other  tract  of  land 
in  Bullock  county,"  particularly  described,  and  said  to  contain 
495  acres,  "which  said  tract  of  land  is  the  partnership  property 
of  said  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  6c  Co.;  also,  certain  lots  in  the 
city  of  Montgomery,"  particularly  described,  and  together  con- 
stituting the  residence  of  said  Phillips;  "also,  an  undivided 
half  interest  in  and  two  the  following  parcels  of  land  situated 
in  the  city  of  Montgomery,"  being  lot  No.  10  on  the  north 
side  of  Market  street,  on  which  were  erected  two  brick  stores 
known  as  No.  37  and  No.  39,  and  the  lots  in  the  rear  fronting 
on  Monroe  street,  with  right  of  way,  &c.;  "also,  an  undivided 
one-fourth  interest  in  and  to  the  lot  of  land  in  the  city  of  Mont- 
gomery, with  the  store  thereon  situated,  at  the  north-east  inter- 
section of  Lawrence  and  Market  streets,  and  owned  by  said  C. 
Phillips,  Lewis  Owen,  the  estate  of  W.  B.  Fariss,  and  the  es- 
tate of  James  Fountain  ;  which  said  lots  known  as  the  residence 
of  the  said  C.  Phillips,  and  said  undivided  interest  in  said  other 
real  estate  last  mentioned,  are  owned  by  said  C.  Phillips  in  his 
individual  right,  being  all  the  real  estate  hereinbefore  descrilnid 
and  not  stated  as  belonging  to  either  of  said  tirms,  Phillips  tfe 
Fariss,   and    Phillips,    Fariss  &  Co."     R.  C.  Fariss  then  eon- 
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veyed  to  the  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  his  propor- 
tion of  the  indebtedness  of  Phillips,  Fariss  <fe  Co.,  and  his 
proportion  of  the  losses  of  said  two  iirms,  Fariss  &  Phillips, 
and  Fariss,  Phillips  &  Co.,  "an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in 
and  to  said  tract  of  land  "  contained  495  acres,  "  as  the  prop- 
erty of  said  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co." 

The  deed  contained  a  provision,  that  it  should  be  void  as  to 
each  of  the  grantors,  if  he  paid  his  proportion  of  the  secured 
debts,  as  specified,  on  or  before  the  1st  April,  1874 ;  and  on 
their  failure  to  do  so,  the  trustees  were  authorized  to  sell  the 
property  conveyed,  and  were  directed  to  appropriate  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sales,  after  paying  all  the  expenses  of  the  trust,  as  fol- 
lows :  "  The  proceeds  realized  by  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  the 
said  Cyrus  Phillips,  in  the  said  real  estate  described  and  stated 
as  the  property  of  the  said  firm  of  Phillips  &  Fariss,  to  be 
appropriated  first  to  the  payment  of  the  said  Cyrus  Phillips' 
portion  of  the  said  indebtedness  due  by  said  Phillips  &  Fariss, 
with  the  interest  thereon  ;  the  proceeds  realized  by  the  sale  of 
the  interest  of  the  said  Phillips  in  the  said  real  estate  described 
and  stated  as  the  property  of  the  said  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss 
<k  Co.,  to  be  appropriated  first  to  the  payment  of  the  said  Phil- 
lips' portion  of  the  said  indebtedness  due  by  said  Phillips,  Far- 
iss &  Co.,  with  the  interest  thereon  ;  and  the  proceeds  realized 
by  the  sale  of  the  said  real  estate  described  and  stated  as  owned 
by  the  said  Cyrus  Phillips  in  his  individual  right,  whether  the 
same  be  an  entire  or  an  undivided  interest,  to  be  appropriated 
first  to  the  payment,  j9/'o  7'ata,  of  the  said  indebtedness  due  by 
said  Cyrus  Phillips  individually,  with  the  interest  thereon,  in- 
cluding his  share  and  proportion  of  the  said  losses  of  Fariss  & 
Phillips,  and  Fariss,  Phillips  &  Co.,  but  not  to  exceed  $7,500 
as  of  this  date;  and  should  any  surplus  remain,  after  paying 
the  indebtedness  of  either  of  said  classes  to  which  said  proceeds 
are  herein  required  to  be  first  appropriated,  then  such  surplus 
to  be  appropriated,  j!?r6>  rata,  to  the  payment  of  the  said  indebt- 
edness of  both  or  either  of  said  other  two  classes  which  may 
be  unpaid,  so  that  all  the  unpaid  indebtedness  of  the  said  Cyrus 
Phillips  shall  share p?'0  rata  in  said  surplus."  A  provision  was 
then  inserted  directing  the  trustees,  on  making  a  sale,  to  appro- 
priate his  one-fifth  interest  in  said  real  estate,  first,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  portion  of  the  indebtedness  of  PhilHps,  Fariss  & 
Co.,  and  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  the  payment  of  his  portion  of 
the  losses  incurred  by  P\riss  &  Phillips,  and  by  Fariss,  Phillips 
&  McQueen  ;  and  this  provision  was  then  added  :  "It  is  under- 
stood and  admitted,  that  the  said  Cyrus  Phillips'  portion  of  the 
indebtedness  of  Phillips  &  Fariss  is  one-half,  and  of  said  Phil- 
lips, Fariss  &  Co.  is  two-fifths ;  and  that  said  R.  C.  Fariss'  por- 
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tion  of  the  indebtedness  of  6aid  Phillips,  Fariss  <te  Co.  is  one- 
fifth." 

The  complainant  claimed  and  alleged,  that  all  the  said  real 
estate  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  except  the  lots  which  consti- 
tuted the  residence  of  said  Phillips,  "  was  held,  owned  and  pos- 
sessed by  said  Phillips  <fe  Fariss  as  partnerehip  property;"  that 
the  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  *fe  Co.,  ''which  was  formed 
by  the  addition  of  Robert  C.  Fariss  to  the  firm  of  Phillips  6c 
p'ariss,  became  the  successors  of  said  Phillips  ife  Fariss,  and 
held,  owned  and  ]X)ssessed  said  real  estate  as  their  partnership 
property,"  and  also  acquired  the  said  tract  of  land  in  Bullock 
county  containing  495  acres,  which  they  "held,  owned  and  pos- 
sessed as  partnership  property  ; "  that  the  complainant  and  Mrs. 
E.  C.  Clements  are  creditors  of  the  said  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss 
&  Co.,  as  shown  by  the  several  notes  held  by  them,  '•  which  are 
due  and  unpaid,  and  are  subsisting  liabilities  and  valid  charges 
against  the  said  partnership  property  of  said  firms,  Phillips  & 
Fariss,  and  Phillips,  Fariss  «k  Co.;"  that  F.  Bugbee  is  also  a 
creditor  of  said  two  firms,  to  the  extent  of  $6,000,  with  inter- 
est from  April  1st,  1862 ;  that  the  said  city  lots  on  which  brick 
stores  were  erected,  described  in  the  deed  as  the  individual 
property  of  Phillips,  "in  truth  and  in  fact  belonged  to  the 
partnership  of  Phillips  tk  Fariss,  and  in  equity  and  good  con- 
science ought  to  be  applied  in  the  first  instance  to  the  payment 
of  the  liabilities  of  said  firm,  and  the  equities  arising  there- 
from ;"  that  all  the  debts  of  Phillips  dz  Fariss  have  been  paid, 
except  the  debt  due  to  Bugl)ee,  and  the  assets  of  that  firm,  in- 
cluding the  real  estate,  are  largely  more  than  sufficient  to  pay 
his  debts,  leaving  a  balance  which  ought  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  payment  of  complainant  and  Mrs.  Clements,  as  creditoi'sof 
Phillips,  Fariss  tfe  Co.;  "that  the  formation  of  the  partner- 
ship (»f  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.  was  a  partnership  enterprise  of 
said  Phillips  6i  Fariss,  and  it  took  possession  of  and  held  the  said 
property  above  described  [the  city  lots  and  stores],  not  as  the 
property  of  the  individuals  composing  the  firm  of  Phillips  & 
Fariss,  but  in  truth  and  in  fact  as  the  property  of  said  firm  of 
Phillips  A:  Fariss;  that  by  reason  of  said  possession  so  taken 
by  said  Phillips,  Fariss  ik;  Co.,  said  Phillips  <fe  Fariss  (i)  ac- 
quired a  lien  on  the  property  of  said  Phillips  tt  Fariss  above 
desctibed  ;  and  complainant  is  advised,  and  so  charges,  that  said 
lien  subsists,  and  remains  a  valid  charge  against  said  real  estate, 
in  favor  of  the  creditors  of  said  Phillips,  Fariss  tfc  Co. — namely, 
your  oratrix  and  Mrs.  E.  C.  Clements."  On  these  allegations, 
the  bill  prayed  the  relief  above  stated. 

W.  B.  Fariss  died  in  1867,  and  "R.  C.  Fariss  and  F.  Bugbee 
were  duly  appointed  and  qualified  as  the  executors  of  his  last 
will  and  testament ;  but  they  were  not  made  defendants  as  ex- 
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editors,  though  each  of  them  was  made  a  defendant  individu- 
ally. R.  C.  Fariss  made  no  defense,  and  a  decree  pro  confesso 
was  regularly  entered  against  him.  An  answer  was  filed  by  F. 
Bugbee,  as  follows:  "Respondent  admits  all  the  allegations  of 
said  bill,  except  only  so  much  thereof  as  asserts  the  right  of 
complainant  and  E.  C.  Clements,  as  creditors  of  Phillips,  Far- 
iss &  Co.,  to  share  in  the  assets  of  the  firm  of  Phillips  &  Far- 
iss, or  that  the  assets  of  said  firm  of  Phillips  <fe  Fariss  are  of 
value  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  partnership  debts  :  these 
allegations  are  denied.  Respondent  admits,  also,  and  avers 
that  he  is  a  creditor  of  Phillips  ik  Fariss,  and  also  of  Cyrus 
Phillips,  as  alleged  in  the  bill ;  and  that  the  debts  due  him  by 
said  firm,  and  by  said  Phillips,  are  wholly  unpaid." 

An  answer  was  filed  by  Cyrus  Phillips,  denying  that  there 
was  any  mistake  in  the  deed  of  trust,  and  asserting  that  the 
property  was  intended  to  be  appropriated  as  particularly  stipu- 
lated in  the  deed.  He  alleged  that  the  several  conveyances  for 
the  city  property,  which  the  bill  sought  to  subject  to  the  debts 
of  Philli})s,  Fariss  t^  Co.,  were  taken  in  the  names  of  himself 
and  said  W.  B.  Fariss  individually,  and  the  property  was  held 
by  them  as  tenants  in  common  ;  that  after  the  dissolution  of 
their  partnership,  and  the  death  of  said  W.  B.  Fariss,  he  and 
the  heirs  of  said  Fariss  held  said  lands  as  tenants  in  common, 
subject  only  to  the  debt  of  said  F.  Bugbee,  the  only  creditor  of 
said  partnership  ;  and  that  he  had,  by  the  deed,  devoted  his 
undivided  half  interest  to  the  payment  of  Bu^i^bee's  said  debt, 
in  recognition  of  his  right.  He  denied  that  Phillips,  Fariss  & 
Co.  "  ever  had  any  interest  in  any  of  said  property,  or  ever  held 
possession  of  the  same,  except  it  may  that  they  were  tenants  or 
agents  of  Phillips  &  Fariss;  and  respondent  denies  that  any  lien 
exists  on  any  of  said  property,  which  can  be  made  available  to 
the  creditors  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co."  He  asked  that  his  an- 
swer might  be  taken  as  a  cross-bill,  and  prayed  "  that  an  ac- 
count be  taken  to  ascertain  the  debts  outstanding  against  the 
respective  firms  of  Phillips  &  Fariss,  and  of  Phillips,  Fariss  & 
Co.,  and  against  said  Phillips  individually  ;  and  of  the  property 
respectivelj'  belonging  to  and  chargeable  with  the  debts  of  said 
firms,  and  that  belonging  to  and  chargeable  with  the  debts  of 
said  Phillips  individually;  that  said  propertv  be  sold,  and  the 
proceeds  of  sale  appropriated  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
of  equity ;  or  for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  may  seem 
meet." 

An  answer  was  filed  by  Stone  and  Warren,  the  trustees,  al- 
leging the  facts,  on  information  and  belief,  as  stated  in  the  deed 
of  assignment,  and  denying  the  allegations  of  the  bill  so  far  as 
inconsistent  with  the  statements  of  the  deed ;  alleging  that,  in 
consequence  of  the  conflicting  claims  which  had  arisen,  they 
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were  unable  to  administer  the  trust  without  the  aid  and  instrnc- 
tions  of  the  court ;  and  praying  that  their  answer  might  l>e 
taken  as  a  cross-bill — that  the  court  would  take  jurisdiction  of 
the  trust,  adjudicate  and  settle  the  respective  claims  and  rights 
of  the  parties,  order  a  sale  of  the  property  conveyed  by  the 
deed,  and  direct  the  appropriation  of  the  ])roceeds  of  sale.  A 
guardian  ad  litem  was  appointed  for  the  infant  heirs  of  W.  B. 
Fariss,  and  he  filed  a  formal  answer  for  them.  An  answer  was 
filed  by  McQueen's  administrator,  detiying  the  allegations  of 
the  bill  so  far  as  they  were  inconsistent  with  the  recitals  of  the 
deed,  and  stating  the  facts  as  they  were  recited  in  the  deed  ; 
and  he  filed  an  answer  to  the  cross-bill  of  Phillips,  admitting 
its  allegations.  He  admitted,  also,  that  Bugbee  was  a  creditor 
of  Phillips  *fe  Fariss,  but  denied  that  he  was  a  creditor  of  Phil- 
lips, P'ariss  &  Co. 

The  cross-bills  were  not  brought  to  issue ;  but  an  agreement 
of  record  was  entered  into,  signed  by  the  solicitors  of  all  the 
adult  parties,  as  follows :  "  Whereas  Cyrus  Phillips  has  filed  an 
answer  and  cross-bill  in  this  cause,  and  F.  H.  Warren  and  Geo. 
W.  Stone,  trustees,  have  also  filed  an  answer  and  cross-bill ;  and 
whereas  the  original  cause  is  now  at  issue  as  to  all  the  defend- 
ants, but  neither  of  the  cross-causes  is  now  at  issue:  Now, 
therefore,  to  expedite  the  hearing,  and  save  further  costs,  it  is 
agreed  that  the  defendants,  Cyrus  Phillips,  F,  II.  Warren  and 
George  W.  Stone,  trustees,  F.  Bugbee,  M.  C.  Talbird.  and  H. 
C.  Talbird,  and  George  W.  Nixon  as  administrator  of  John  W. 
McQueen,  shall  each  and  severally  have  and  be  entitled  to  the 
same  relief,  upon  their  several  and  respective  answers,  as  upon 
cross-bills  filed  by  them  severally,  setting  up  their  respective 
interests  as  shown  by  the  original  bill  and  their  respective  an- 
swers thereto ;  and  that  the  answer  of  each  of  said  defendants 
shall  be  regarded  and  held,  as  against  the  complainant,  and  as 
against  each  of  the  above  named  defendants,  as  a  cross-bill,  u])on 
which  the  defendant  making  such  answer  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  same  measure  of  relief  as  upon  a  crosss-bill  regularly  filed 
and  at  issue  by  a  general  denial  of  all  matters  not  admitted  in 
the  pleadings." 

The  cause  was  submitted  for  decree,  "  upon  the  pleadings 
and  testimony,  and  decree  pro  confesso  against  R.  C.  Fariss." 
The  defendants  offered  no  testimony;  and  the  only  testimony 
offered  by  the  complainant  was  the  deed  of  assignment,  the 
deposition  of  Cyrus  Phillips,  and  an  aftidavit  thereto  appended, 
by  consent,  as  a  part  of  his  deposition.  In  his  said  deposition, 
Phillips  thus  stated  the  facts  connected  with  the  several  part- 
nerships, the  several  parcels  of  land,  and  the  claims  of  the  several 
parties:  "The  partnership  of  Phillips  <k  Fariss  was  formed  in 
184T,  or  about  that  time,  and  continued  until  the  death  of  said 
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Fariss  in  1867.  At  his  death,  said  firm  owned  stores  on  Market 
street  in  Montgomery,  Nos.  37  and  39,  one-half  of  store  on  cor- 
ner of  Market  and  Lawrence  streets,  a  small  brick  house  in  rear 
of  said  Nos.  37  and  39,  fronting  on  Monroe  street,  and  a  tract 
of  land  in  Bullock  county  known  as  the  Baldvnn  place,  con- 
taining 458  acres.  F.  Bugbee  was  the  only  creditor,  his  debt 
being  86,000,  evidenced  by  note  dated  April  Ist,  1862.  We 
were  equal  partners  throughout  from  the  commencement  of  the 
partnership,  and  each  owned  a  half  interest  in  the  property. 
The  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.  was  formed  in  1856; 
composed  of  C.  Phillips,  \V.  B.  Fariss,  and  R.  C.  P'ariss.  All 
the  capital  belonged  to  the  two  first,  in  equal  portions,  and  each 
of  them  was  entitled  to  forty  per  (tent,  of  the  profits  ;  while  R. 
C.  Fariss  had  no  interest  in  the  capital,  and  received  twenty 
per  cent,  of  the  profits.  There  was  no  partnership  property, 
beyond  the  stock  in  trade.  The  real  estate  belonged  to  the  old 
firm,  Phillips  <Sz  Fariss,  who  rented  the  stores  to  the  new  firm. 
W.  B.  Fariss  controlled  the  real  estate,  above  mentioned  as  be- 
longing to  Phillips  tfe  Fariss,  during  his  life-time,  and  I  did  af- 
ter his  death.  When  the  business  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.  was 
wound  up,  they  owned  a  plantation  in  Bullock  county  known 
as  the  Gerinan  place,  containing  495  acres.  The  creditors  of 
the  firm  were  Mary  Craik"  [now  Blanton,  the  complainant],  and 
another  person  who  held  two  notes,  afterwards  transferred  to 
complainant.  The  partnership  of  Fariss  &  Phillips,  as  the  wit- 
ness then  stated,  was  formed  in  1856,  and  continued  until  the 
early  part  of  the  year  1869  ;  it  had  no  creditors,  and  owned  no 
real  estate,  but  held  a  mortgage  on  a  small  lot  at  Fort  Deposit 
in  Lowndes  county.  It  was  succeeded  by  the  firm  of  Fariss, 
Phillips  &  McQueen,  which  continued  until  the  latter  part  of 
the  year  1869  ;  and  on  the  settlement  of  its  business,  its  debts 
all  having  been  paid,  Phillips  and  Fariss  were  found  indebted 
to  McQueen,  as  recited  in  the  deed  of  trust.  The  witness  then 
testified  :  "  My  individual  creditors  were,  F.  Bugbee,  to  the 
amount  of  S6,000,  with  interest  from  April  1st,  1868  ;  John 
W.  McQueen,  to  the  extent  of  $7,000  ;  Mary  C.  Talbird  and 
IL  C.  Talbird,"  whose  debts  were  described.  "  I  intended  by 
the  deed  to  devote  my  half  interest  in  the  property  of  Phillips 
&  Fariss,  my  forty  per  cent,  interest  in  the  property  of  Phillips, 
Fariss  &  Co.,  after  paying  the  debts  of  the  respective  partner- 
ships, and  my  individual  property  therein  described,  to  the  pay- 
ment of  these  debts ;  but  nothing  was  said  in  the  deed  about 
the  prior  payment  of  the  partnership  debts.  Fariss  tfe  Phillips 
owned  no  real  estate,  and  Fariss,  Phillips  &  McQueen  owned 
none  but  the  lot  at  Fort  Deposit,  which  I,  as  surviving  partner, 
have  since  sold  and  conveyed  in  the  firm  name,  and  have  the 
money  now  in  my  possession,  being  $110.  Fariss  &  Phillips 
Vol.  r>xxii. 
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and  Fariss,  Phillips  tfe  McQueen  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
real  estate  of  Phillips  it  Fariss,  or  Phillips,  Fariss  «fe  Co." 
(The  Mntness  then  described  the  debt  which  Mrs.  E.  C.  Clements 
held  against  the  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.)  "  The  real  es- 
tate on  Market  street  in  Montgomery,  and  the  half  of  the  store 
on  corner  of  Market  and  I^awrence  streets,  and  the  lots  front- 
ing on  Monroe  street,  were  bought  and  paid  for  by  the  firm  of 
Phillips  ik  Fariss,  with  money  belonging  to  said  firm.  W.  B. 
Fariss  and  C.  Phillips  collected  the  rents  of  said  property  as 
assets  of  said  firm,  in  which  said  Phillips  and  W.  B.  Fariss  were 
equally  interested.     This  continued  until  the  death  of  said  W, 

B.  Fariss.  The  deeds  to  all  of  said  property  were  made  to  C. 
Phillips  and  W.  B.  Fariss  by  their  individual  names,  but  the 
deeds  themselves  will  show  more  accurately."  [The  deeds  were 
not  produced  or  proved.]  "  The  note  to  F.  Bugbee  for  iS6,000, 
dated  March  14th,  1S62,  and  payable  Ist  April.  1862,  signed 
by  C.  Phillips  and  W.  B.  P^ariss.  was  given  for  money  borrowed, 
years  before,  by  the  firm  of  Phillips  cfe  Fariss;  and  this  note 
was  given  in  renewal  of  the  debt,  to  keep  it  from  running  out 
of  date.  The  money  borrowed  was  used  by  the  firm  of  Phillips 
<fe  Fariss,  and  for  the  said  firm.  The  real  estate  was  entered  on 
the  books  of  Phillips  6:  Fariss,  each  piece  being  debited  in  a 
separate  account,  with  its  costs,  and  all  expenses  incident  to  it, 
and  credited  with  all  income  from  it." 

On  this  submission  of  the  c^use,  the  chancellor  deci'eed, 
"that  this  court  will  take  jurisdiction  of  the  trusts  created  by 
the  deed  of  assignment  to  Geo.  W.  Stone  and  F.  H.  Warren,  as 
trustees,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached  to  the  original  bill ; "  and 
ordered  a  reference  to  the  register,  to  "  state  an  account — 1st,  of 
the  amount  due  to  F.  Bugbee  by  the  partnership  of  Phillips  »fe 
Fariss ;  2d,  of  the  amount  due  to  the  complainant  and  Mrs.  E. 

C.  Clements,  as  creditors  of  the  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  cV:  Co. ; 
and,  3d,  of  the  amounts  due  respectively  to  Bugbee,  Mary  C. 
Talbird,  H.  C.  Talbird,  and  McQueen's  administrator,  as  credit- 
ors of  Cyrus  Phillips  ;  also,  to  ascertain  and  report  what  part  of 
the  real  estate  described  in  the  bill  is,  in  law  or  equity,  assets  of 
the  partnership  of  Phillips  «fe  Fariss,  what  part  is  assets  of  the 
partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  tt  Co.,  arid  what  part  is  the  in- 
dividual property  of  said  Cyrus  Phillips,  and  whether  there  are 
any  other  assets  of  either  of  said  partnerships."  Under  this 
reference,  the  i-egister  reported  the  amounts  due  to  the  several 
creditors,  being  tlie  debts  described  in  the  deed  of  trust,  with 
interest  thereon ;  and  rejwrted  that  the  several  city  lots  and 
stores,  with  the  £aldwi)i  pluee,  were  assets  of  the  firm  of  Phil- 
lips &  Fariss,  and  that  the  tract  called  the  German  place  was 
assets  of  the  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co. ;  his  conclusions  as 
to  these  matters  being  based,  as  he  stated,  on  the  deed  of  as- 
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sigiiuient  and  the  testimony  of  Pliillips.  Exceptions  to  the  re- 
port were  filed  by  McQueen's  administrator,  but  were  overruled 
by  the  chancellor,  and  the  report  was  confirmed ;  and  a  final  de- 
cree was  then  rendered,  declaring  that  "the  complainant  in  the 
original  bill,  and  F.  Bugbee  as  a  creditor  of  Phillips  &  Fariss, 
complainant  in  cross-bill,  are  entitled  to  relief ; "  and  ordering 
the  register  to  sell  the  city  lots  and  the  German  place  (the  Bald- 
imn2)lace  having  been  already  sold  by  the  trustees),  and  appro- 
priate the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the  creditors  of  the  two 
firms  according  to  the  priorities  declared  above. 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  McQueen's  administrator,  who  as- 
signs as  error  the  overruling  of  his  exceptions  to  the  register's 
report,  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  taking  jurisdiction  of  the 
trust,  and  declaring  the  equities  of  the  parties,  and  the  final  de- 
cree. Errors  are  also  assigned  by  the  infant  heirs  of  W!  B. 
Fariss,  founded  on  various  alleged  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings, and  each  of  the  chancellor's  decrees. 

GuNTER  &  Bi.AKKY,  for  appellants. 

D.  S.  Tkoy,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — By  the  assignment  to  Stone  and  WariTcn, 
the  debts  secured  are  divided  into  three  classes.  The  first  enu- 
merated are  the  debts  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips  &  Fariss, 
of  which  firm  the  assignor,  Cyrus  Phillips,  is  the  survivor;  The 
second  are  the  debts  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co., 
of  which  firm,  Phillips,  and  the  assignor,  Robert  C.  Fariss,  are 
the  survivors.  The  third  are  Phillips'  separate  debts.  Recit- 
ing that  the  assignors  intend  the  property  assigned  and  granted 
shall  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  secured  debts  as  a 
court  of  equity  would  marshal  and  appropriate  it,  the  assign- 
ment distinguishes  and  denominates  the  property  as  of  three 
kinds,  referring  to  its  ownership.  The  first  is  the  property  of 
the  partnership  of  Phillips  tfe  Fariss,  consisting  of  real  estate 
which  is  particularly  described ;  and  thereof  and  therein  Phil- 
lips grants  and  assigns  an  undivided  one-half,  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  applied  to  pay  one-half,  or  his  propor- 
tion, of  the  debts  of  that  partnership.  The  second  is  the  prop- 
erty of  the  i)artnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.,  consisting  of 
real  estate  particularly  described  ;  and  thereof  and  therein  Phil- 
lips grants  and  assigns  an  undivided  two-fifths,  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  of  sale  applied,  in  like  pro  portion  ,^to  pay  the  debts 
of  that  partnership;  and  the  assignor,  Fariss,  grants  and  assigns 
one  undivided  one-fifth  to  be  sold,  and  of  tlie  proceeds  of  sale 
like  application  must  l)e  made.  The  third  is  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  Phillips,  consisting  of  real  estate,  in  parts  of  which  it  is 
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recited  that  he  has  the  entire  estate,  and  in  parts  it  is  recited 
that  he  has  an  undivided  interest,  tlie  quantity  of  which  is 
specitied  ;  and  the  whole  is  granted  and  assigned,  to  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  of  sale  applied  to  pay  Phillips  separate  debts. 

The  appellee,  a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  Phillips,  Fariss  6z  Co., 
and  not  otherwise  having  any  rights  under  the  assignment,  or 
in  its  subject-matter,  tiled  this  bill  for  a  two-fold  purpose;  the 
tirst  of  which  is,  the  enforcement  of  the  trusts  of  the  assign- 
ment for  the  benetit  of  the  creditors  of  Phillips,  Fariss  vV:  Co., 
and,  as  auxiliary  thereto,  the  subjection  of  the  undivided  tvvo- 
Hfths  of  the  real  estate,  the  legal  title  to  which  had  descended 
to  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  partner,  William  B.  Fariss.  The 
second  purptjse  is  the  subjection  of  the  real  estate  in  which 
Phillips  assigned,  for  the  security  of  his  separate  debts,  an  un- 
divided share  or  interest,  to  the  payment  of  the  partnership 
debts  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.,  upon  tlie  ground  that  it  was  the 
property  of  that  partnership,  and  primarily  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts. 

In  its  lirst  aspect,  to  enforce  the  trusts  of  the  assignment  as 
to  the  real  estate  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co., 
and,  as  auxiliary  and  incidental,  the  subjection  to  the  payment 
of  partnership  debts  of  the  undivided  two-tifths,  the  leg^l  title 
to  which  had  descended  to  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  .partner, 
William  B.  Fariss,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  equity  of 
the  bill,  as  it  has  not  been  questioned.  The  controversy  is  di- 
rected specially  to  the  second  aspect  of  the  bill ;  and  in  this  as- 
pect we  are  of  opinion  the  bill  is  not  maintainable. 

It  can  not  be  doubted,  that  when  a  debtor  voluntarily  assigns 
property  for  the  security  and  benefit  of  creditors,  if  the  credit- 
ors choose  to  accept  the  assignment,  they  must  abide  by  its 
terms  and  provisions;  they  must  take  it  as  an  entirety;  they 
can  not  accept  in  part,  and  repudiate  in  part. — Perrv  on  Trusts, 
jj  596;  Burrill  on  Assignments  (8d  ed.),  jj  470.  "the  creditor 
may  have  rights  with  which  the  assignment,  so  far  it  confers 
rights  upon  othere,  is  inconsistent.  The  assignment  may  de- 
rogate from,  instead  of  extending  to  him  the  measure  of  right 
to  which  he  is  entitled.  If  that  be  true,  he  must  elect,  whether 
he  will  accept  the  assignment,  or  whether  he  will  reject  it,  and 
stand  upon  the  right  he  may  have  independent  of  it.  lie  can 
not  elect  to  claim  under  the  assignment  the  rights  given  by  it, 
and  repudiate  it  so  far  as  it  passes  rights  to  others  wnicli  are  in- 
consistent with  independent,  distinct  rights  to  which  he  may  be 
entitled.  If  it  were  true  that  the  real  estate  in  controversy  is 
the  property  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  ife  Co.,  pri- 
marily liable  for  the  payment  of  partnership  debts,  the  fact  re- 
mains, that  in  it  Phillips  assigns  and  grants  a  specific  interest 
for  the  securitv  and  paynientof  his  separate  creditors;  in  effect 
.      28 
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declaring,  that  it  is  separate,  not  partnership  property.  The 
transfer  and  grant  is  as  explicit,  the  use  is  as  distinctly  declared, 
as  are  the  transfer  and  grant,  and  the  use,  under  which  the  ap- 
pellee deduces  her  right  and  claim.  The  assignor  could  create 
liis  own  trustee,  declare  the  quantity  of  estate  or  interest  he 
would  grant  and  assign,  and  the  uses  to  which  it  should  l)e  ap- 
propriated. The  creditors  were  as  free  to  accept  or  reject  the 
assignment.  An  accepting  creditor  must  be  content  to  abide 
l)y  the  uses  declared  for  his  benefit — he  can  not  take  them,  and 
at  the  same  time  claim,  in  opposition  to  the  assignment,  prop- 
erty devoted  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  other  creditors.  In  Pratt 
V.  Adams {7  Paige.  615),  said  Chancellor  Walworth  :  "In  the 
case  of  a  voluntary  assignment,  where  the  assignor  creates  his 
own  trustee,  a  creditor  wlio  comes  in  to  claim  a  share  of  the 
fund  under  it,  must  take  such  share  of  it  as  the  assignor  in- 
tended to  give  him,  and  can  not  claim  that  which  was  intended 
to  be  given  to  the  assignee  in  trust  for  others.  A  creditor  of 
the  assignor,  whether  provided  for  by  the  assignment  or  not, 
who  wishes  to  repudiate  the  trusts  of  the  assignment,  on  the 
ground  that  they  are  illegal,  and  a  fraud  upon  the  honest  credit- 
ors of  the  assignor,  must  apply  to  set  aside  the  assignment  as 
fraudulent  and  void  against  him  as  a  creditor,  instead  of  coming 
in  under  the  assignment  as  a  preferred  creditor  or  otherwise. 

Nor  can  the  general  recital,  that  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  as- 
signor to  appropriate  the  property  assigned  as  a  court  of  equity 
would  marshal  assets,  authorize  the  change  or  subversion  of  any 
use  expressly  declared  by  the  assignment.  The  recital  indi- 
cates, tliat  it  was  the  intention  of  the  assignors  to  apply  partner- 
ship jjroperty  tirst  to  pay  partnership  debts,  and  separate  prop- 
erty to  pay  separate  debts.  The  significance  and  comprehen- 
siveness of  the  recital  is  limited  and  qualitied- — a  definite  ap- 
plication is  given  to  it,  by  the  particular  and  express  grants  of 
the  assignment.  These  indicate  and  declare  the  property  which 
was  deemed  partnership,  and  that  which  was  deemed  separate 
property  ;  the  uses  are  all  expressed  in  reference  to  the  declara- 
tion; and  the  property  is  devoted  to  the  payment  of  debts  in  the 
order  a  court  of  equity  would  apply  it,  if,  in  case  of  insol- 
vency, the  court  was  marshalling  separate  and  partnership  as- 
sets. If,  upon  the  theory  that  the  assignors  were  mistaken  in 
point  of  fact,  or  of  law,  in  deeming  property  which  is  expressly 
granted  and  declared  as  of  one  class,  the  court  should  intervene, 
pronounce  it  of  another  class,  nullify  the  uses  declared,  and  ap- 
])ropriate  the  property  to  other  uses,  the  assignment  would  not 
l)e  carried  into  effect,  but  would,  j}?'o  tanto^  be  set  aside.  There 
may  be  cases  in  which  creditors  have  an  equity  to  vacate  the 
uses  of  an  assignment,  and  to  olitain  a  decree  appropriating  the 
property  assigned  to  other  and  different  uses.     In  all  these 
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cases,  the  equity  is  independent  of  the  assignment,  and  can  not 
be  claimed  bj  a  creditor  who  has  accepted  the  riglits  and  bene- 
fits the  assignment  confers. 

Real  estate,  acquired  with  partnership  funds,  or  on  partner- 
ship credit,  and  for  partnership  purposes,  in  a  court  of  equity  is 
esteemed  partnership  property,  subject  to  the  payment  of  part- 
nership debts,  in  priority  of  the  separate  debts  of  the  several 
partners ;  and  it  is  not  material  whether  the  legal  title  resides  in 
the  partnership,  or  in  the  several  partnei*s  as  tenants  in  common, 
or  in  the  name  of  one  partner  only. — Pmjh  v.  Our-fie,  5  Ala. 
446;  Lfingv.  Waring^  17  Ala.  145;  Andreios  v.  Brawn,  21 
Ala.  437 ;  Little  v.  /Snedico?',  52  Ala.  167.  Steering  clear  of 
all  cases  of  fraud,  or  of  the  use  by  one  partner,  without  the  ap- 
probation of  his  associates,  of  partnership  funds  in  the  acquisi- 
tion of  real  estatb,  the  two  facts  must  concur  to  constitute  real 
estate  partnership  property — acquisition  with  partnership  funds, 
or  on  partnershij)  credit,  and  for  the  uses  of  the  partnership. 
Ware  V.  (hvefis,  42  Ala.  212;  Oioens  v.  Collins,  23  Ala.  837; 
Hoxie  V.  Cai'i^  1  Sumner,  1H8 ;  Parsons  on  Partnership,  365. 
The  real  estate  now  in  controversy  w;is  purchased  before  the 
formation  of  the  jiartnershipof  Philli()S,  Pariss  \fe  Co.,  and  was 
not  paid  for  with  the  fimds  of  that  j)artner8hip,  but  was  paid 
for  with  the  funds  of  the  preceding  partnership  of  Phillips  ^ 
Fariss.  It  is  possibly  inferrible  from  the  averments  of  the  bill, 
and  from  the  evidence,  that  upon  a  part  of  the  real  estate,  the 
business  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips,  Fariss  &  Co.  was  car- 
ried on,  as  had  been  the  business  of  the  preceding  partnership 
of  Philli]>s  ik  Fariss.  The  mere  use  or  the  property  by  the 
partnership,  did  not  impress  upon  it  the  character  of  partner- 
ship property.  It  is  not  of  uncommon  occurrence,  that  a  part- 
nership uses  the  property  of  its  several  membei*s,  or  of  a  pre- 
ceding ])artnei*ship.  In  the  absence  of  an  agreement  that  the 
property  shall  become  joint  property,  its  title  and  character  is 
unchanged. —  Ware  v.  (hrens,  itujyra ^  McCrary  v.  Slaughter^ 
58  Ala.  230.  The  existence  of  such  an  agreement,  in  this  ease, 
is  not  alleged  or  proved. 

The  identity  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips  k,  Fariss,  with  that 
of  Piiillips,  Fariss  «fc  Co.,  a  proposition  the  bill  seems  to  assert, 
is  n^t  true,  either  as  matter  of  law,  or  as  matter  of  fact.  The 
introduction  or  incoming  of  a  new  member  into  an  existing 
partnership,  in  contemplation  of  law,  works  its  dissolution,  and 
the  creation  of  a  ne\\'  partnership. — Parsons  on  Partnership,  34. 
The  incoming  partner  is  not  liable  for  the  debts  or  engagements 
of  the  former  ])artnership,  save  so  far  as  by  express  agreement 
he  may  assume  liability ;  and  in  the  property  of  the  former 
partnership  he  acquires  no  other  or  greater  interest  than  such 
as  is  by  express  agreement  conferred. — Parsons  on  Partnership, 
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434.  If  the  property  is  carried  into  the  new  partnership,  it  be- 
comes the  property  of  that  partnership — ceases  to  be,  and  is 
freed  from  all  the  liabilities  to  which  it  might  have  been  sub- 
jected, as  the  pro]>erty  of  the  preceding  partnership.  The  ter- 
mination of  the  partnership  oi  Phillips  &  Fariss,  and  the  crea- 
tion of  a  new  partnership,  having  a  new  style  or  firm  name, 
with  an  additional  member,  the  partners  sharing  in  the  profits 
and  losses  in  differing  proportions,  was  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties by  the  introduction  of  Robert  C.  Fariss  as  a  member.  In- 
to the  new  partnership,  as  a  part  of  its  property,  the  real  estate 
in  contention  was  not  carried  ;  and  of  it  the  partnership  had  no 
ownership,  nor  in  it  any  interest,  legal  or  equitable. 

The  chancellor  decreed  the  real  estate  in  controversy  was  the 
property  of  the  partnership  of  Phillips  &  Fariss,  and  not  the 
property  of  the  several  partners  as  tenants  in  common  ;  ordered 
its  sale,  and  appropriated  the  proceeds  of  sale  to  the  payment 
of  partnership  debts,  in  exclusion  of  the  separate  debts  of  the 
assignor,  Phillips,  for  the  security  and  payment  of  which,  by 
the  assignment,  he  had  appropriated  his  undivided  interest,  the 
quantity  of  which  is  specified  particularly.  A  decree  of  a  court 
of  equity  can  not  be  supported,  when  assailed  on  error,  unless 
it  is  founded  upon,  and  conforms  to  tlie  pleadings  and  proof  in 
the  cause. — Maury  v.  Mason,  8  Porter,  211 ;  Langdon  v. 
Roane,  6  Ala.  518.  If  it  were  conceded,  that  it  is  shown  by 
the  evidence  the  real  estate  is  the  property  of  the  partnership  of 
Phillips  &  Fariss,  and  not  of  the  partners  as  tenants  in  common, 
it  is  obvious,  without  vacating  the  uses  declared  by  the  assign- 
ment, it  could  not  be  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  part- 
nership debts,  in  exclusion  of  the  separate  debts  to  which  Phil- 
lips had  appropriated  his  undivided  share  or  interest.  There 
was  no  party  before  the  court  claiming  in  opposition  to  the  as- 
signment, or  the  vacation  of  any  use  declared  by  it.  Tliere 
was  no  pleading  assailing  it,  except  so  far  as  it  may  be  regarded 
as  assailed  by  the  original  bill ;  and  in  that  respect,  as  we  have 
said,  the  original  bill  is  not  maintainable.  The  hearing,  it  is 
true,  was  had  upon  an  agreement  that  the  answers  of  several  of 
the  defendants  should  be  taken  as  cross-bills,  and  that  severally 
they  should  be  entitled  to  the  relief  which  they  could  have  ol)- 
tained  upon  a  cross-bill  disclosing  their  respective  interest*  If 
a  cross-bill,  seeking  the  vacation  of  the  assignment  in  respect 
to  this  property  only,  could  be  entertained  in  the  present  suit, 
— a  question  we  do  not  consider, — Bugbee,  the  sole  creditor  of 
the  partnership  of  Phillips  tfe  Fariss,  is  tlie  only  party  who 
could  have  maintained  the  cross-bill,  if  it  would  have  been  ger- 
mane and  appropriate  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  original  bill. 
The  assignment  confers  upon  him  the  primary  security  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  part  of  the  property  which  is  assigned 
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only  by  Phillips,  and  assigned  as  the  property  of  the  partner- 
ship of  Phillij)s  &  Fariss.  The  answer  found  in  the  record 
does  not  repudiate,  while  it  does  not  expressly  accept  the  as- 
signment, so  far  jis  it  confers  upon  iiim  this  peculiar,  exclusive 
right.  If  he  intends  the  acceptance  of  this  particular  right, 
shutting  out  all  in<juiry  by  the  other  creditors  secured  by  the 
assignment,  whether  he  is  entitled  to  it,  there  ouglit  to  have 
been  in  the  answer  a  direct,  open  disclaimer  of  all  nghts  under 
the  assignment,  and  an  assertion  of  the  superior  equity  upon 
which  he  relies.  There  is  not,  in  his  answer,  any  such  dis- 
claimer, nor  any  indication  of  a  purpose  to  claim  in  opposition 
to  tlie  assignment.  There  is  no  repudiation  of  the  securitj' 
proffered  by  the  assignment,  accompanied  by  the  assertion  of  a 
superior  and  independent  equity.  If  he  had  tiled  a  cross-bill  (and 
we  are,  in  respect  to  the  agreement  found  in  the  record,  consider- 
ing the  case  as  if  it  had  been  filed),  the  facts  upon  which  it  was 
founded  must  have  been  averred  in  the  answer.  The  answer  is 
general,  brief,  and  in  it  there  is  introduced  no  averment  assail- 
mg  the  assignment,  negativing  its  validity  and  operation  as  it  is 
expressed,  repudiating  it,  or  asserting  that  it  ought  to  be  va- 
cated. A  cross-bill,  departing  from,  and  inconsistent  with  the 
answer,  could  not  have  been  well  entertained. — iJiU  v.  S/ta/ian, 
25  Ala.  694  ;  Graham  v.  Tankersly^  15  Ala.  634. 

In  any  aspect  of  the  case,  the  decree  in  this  respect  is  not 
founded  upon,  or  in  conformity  to  appropriate  pleading,  and 
can  not  be  sustained. 

Whether  this  specific  property  is  partnership  property,  or  the 
property  of  the  several  partners  as  tenants  in  common,  is  not  a 
question  now  presented  for  decision  ;  and  if  it  were,  there  would 
be  much  of  difiiculty  in  reaching  a  satisfactory  conclusion. 
Real  estate  may  be  acquired  with  partnership  funds,  and  em- 
ployed for  the  use  or  convenience  of  the  partnership,  without 
becoming  necessarily  partnership  property.  The  partners  may 
intend  to  hold  it  separately  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not 
jointly,  as  i)artners.  They  may  intend  to  withdraw  from  the 
joint  stock  the  funds  invested  in  its  accpiisition,  and  a  new  in- 
vestment, in  which  each  partner  will  hold  in  severalty  his  share 
or  interest.  Pri/na  fade,  the  condition  of  land  is  precisely 
that  wiiich  is  indicated  by  the  muniment  of  title.  The  mere 
use  of  partJiership  funds,  with  the  knowledge  and  approbation 
of  the  partners,  in  its  acquisition,  will  not,  of  itself,  repel  the 
presumption  arising  from  the  muniment  of  title,  or  impress 
upon  the  land  the  character  of  partnerehip  property.  The  in- 
quiry is,  what  was  the  intention  of  the  partners;  and  it  must 
1^  solved  from  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  transaction. — 1  Am.  I>ead.  Cases  (5th  ed.),  6o2;  Par- 
sons on  Partnership,  363;  Fall  River  v.  Borden^  1(»  Gushing, 
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458 ;  Tillinghdst  v.  Champlin,  4  R.  I.  2G5 ;  Code?'  v.  Hulingy 
27  Penn,  St.  84;  Hoxie  v.  Cafr,  1  Sumner,  174. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  other  questions  raised  by  the 
assignment  of  errors,  which  may  not  be  presented  in  the  further 
progress  of  the  cause. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 

Stone,  J.,  not  sitting. 


T^ard  v,  Corbett. 

Statutory  Proceeding  for  Partition  of  Lands. 

1.  Part  if  ion  by  Probate  Court;  where  parties  own  unequal  interests. 
Under  its  statutory  power  to  make  partition  of  lands  among  several  joint 
owners  or  tenants  in  common  (Code,  §§3497-3507),  the  Probate  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  decree  partition  where  the  lands  are  not  suscepti- 
ble of  division  into  equal  parts,  or  parts  of  equal  value ;  and  this  can  not 
be  done,  where  the  parties  own  unequal  interests — as,  where  one  of  four 
joint  owners,  or  tenants  in  common,  has  conveyed  a  part  of  his  undivided 
interest  to  another.     (Overruling  Stimp^oit  r.  Malorie  &  Foote,  60  Ala.  338. ) 

Appp:al  from  the  Probate  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon,  F.  C.  Randolph. 

R.  M.  Williamson,  for  appellant. 

Sayke  ik  Graves,  contra. 

STOXE,  J. — This  was  a  proceeding  instituted  in  the  Probate 
Court,  for  the  partition  of  a  small  lot  of  land,  under  Article  1, 
Chapter  14,  Title  2,  Part  3  of  the  Code  of  1876,  commencing 
with  section  3497.  The  petition  sets  forth  that  the  land  is 
held  and  owned  by  four  equal  tenants  in  common,  of  "whom  the 
petitioner,  Mary  Corbett,  and  Peter  Ward,  the  appellant,  are 
two.  In  proceedings  such  as  this,  in  tlie  Probate  Court,  the 
partition  can  only  be  made  by  lot ;  and  hence,  if  the  land 
be  not  susceptible  of  division  into  equal  parts,  or  parts  of  equal 
value,  partition  can  not  be  made  by  metes  and  bounds ;  and  if 
the  tenants  own  in  unequal  interest,  the  Probate  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  effect  partition. —  Whitman  v..  Reese,  59  Ala. 
532  ;  Newhold  v.  Smart,  67  Ala.  326  ;  Terrell  v.  Cunninghaniy 
70  Ala.  100. 

Vol.  Lxxit. 
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The  answer  to  the  partition  is  not  very  fully  expressed ;  but 
great  technicality  in  pleading  is  not  required,  in  cases  like  this. 
One  ground  of  defense  relied  on  is,  that  Man'  Corbett,  the 
petitioner,  had  previously  conveyed  to  Peter  Ward  a  certain 
described  part  of  the  land  she  seeks  to  have  partitioned ;  and 
that  he,  Ward,  had  sold  back  the  lot  to  her,  but  she  had  not 
paid  the  purchase-money.  Now,  if  we  admit  that  Mary  Cor- 
oett's  conveyance  to  Peter  Ward  did  not  transfer  the  absolute 
ownership  to  that  part  of  the  land,  because  she  herself  owned 
but  an  undivided  interest,  it  was  good  to  convey  her  undivided 
fourth  interest  in  that  part  of  the  lot,  and  this  destroyed  the 
equality  of  ownership.  If  true,  this  ousted  the  Probate  Court 
01  jurisdiction.  The  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  petitioner's 
demurrer  to  the  answer. 

The  claim  for  improvements  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
Ward,  is  scarcely  full  enough  to  raise  the  question. — Freeman 
on  Co-Tenancy,  §)i  261,  510;  Drennm  v.  Walker,  21  Ark.  539  ; 
Seale  v.  Soto.  35  Cal.  102 ;  Brookfield  v.  Williams,  1  Green, 
C.  C.  341 ;  ('rafis  v.  Crafts,  13  Gray,  360  ;  Hart  v.  Hawkins, 
3  Bii>b,  502 ;  Pope  v.  mOehead,  78  N.  C.  191. 

The  case  of  Stirapson  v.  Malone  <J&  Foote,  60  Ala.  338,  so 
far  as  in  conflict  with  this  opinion,  is  overruled. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


Micou  v.  Moses  Brothers. 

Bill  in  Eq^uiiy  hy  Judgment    Creditor,  to  subject  Equitable 
Assets,  under  charge  of  Fraud. 

1.  Recelirr;  appointment  before  answer. — Tlie  practice  is  settled  with 
us,  in  accordance  with  the  inotlern  English  practice,  that  a  receiver  may 
be  appointed  before  answer  tiled,  when  the  exigency  of  the  particular 
case  is  clearly  shown  by  atlidavits. 

2.  Same ;  aJidavilK,  and  hoir  rebutted. — The  practice  is  well  estab- 
lished, tliat  ex-parte  affidavits  may  be  received  in  supjwrt  of  an  applica- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  counter  affidavits  in  opposi- 
tion to  it ;  but  the  court  "is  unwilling  to  sanction  the  practice,  which 
seems  to  have  been  followed  in  this  case,  of  permitting  a  voluminous^ 
dei>osition,  containing  irrelevant  matter,  to  l^e  introthiced  for  ihe  puri>08e 
of  contradicting  the  affidavit  of  the  deix)nent."  If  it  was  necessary  to 
rebut  or  imi)each  the  statements  at  the  affidavit,  it  shoulil  have  been 
done  by  an  extract  of  the  j>ertinent  matter  from  the  dei>osition,  emlxxl- 
ied  in  an  explanatory  affidavit,  or  attached  thereto  as  an  exhibit. 

3.  Same;  uho  may  a«k,  and  is  entitled  to. — A  judgment  creditor  of  an 
insolvent  debtor,  having  an  execution  returnea  ">o  proi>erty  found," 
and  seeking  by  his  bill  to  reach  and  subject  the  debtor's  alleged  interest 
in  certain  crops  raised  on  a  plantation  carried  on  in  the  name  of  another 
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person,  shows  such  a  lien  on  or  title  to  the  crops  as  authorizes  him  to 
ask  the  appointment  of  a  receiver ;  and  the  proof  showing  very  clearly 
that  the  property  is  being  rapidly  disposed  of  by  irresponsible  parties, 
under  the  management  of  the  debtor,  so  that  its  loss  is  imminent,  and 
the  charge  of  fraud  being  strongly  supported  by  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  made 
out. 

4.  Same;  inant  of  parties,  or  of  notice. — That  some  of  the  parties  in 
interest  are  not  before  the  court,  and  that  others  have  had  no  notice  of 
the  application,  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  appointment  of  a  receiver; 
since  the  receiver  holds  for  the  parties  in  interest,  and  his  appointment 
does  not  affect  any  existing  rights,  nor  prejudice  the  rights  of  persons 
before  the  court,  who  may  at  any  time  propound  their  interest. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  I'oster. 

GuNTER  &  Blakey,  for  appellants. 

Troy  &  Tompkins,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  present  appeal  is  from  an  interloc- 
utory ordor  of  the  chancellor  appointing  a  receiver,  and  made  at 
the  instance  of  the  complainants,  who  are  judgment  creditors 
of  B.  H,  Micou.  It  fully  appears  that,  upon  this  judgment, 
there  had  been  issue  of  execution,  with  return  of  ''No  prop- 
erty found;"  and  the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  reach  an  equita- 
ble interest  of  Micou,  which  he  is  alleged  to  own  in  certain 
crops  raised  in  Montgomery  county,  in  the  year  1882,  on  a 
plantation  carried  on  in  the  name  of  one  G.  R.  Micou. 

The  practice  is  settled  in  this  State,  in  accordance  with  the 
modern  English  practice,  that  a  receiver  may  be  appointed  be- 
fore answer  filed,  where  there  is  clear  proof  of  the  exigency  of 
the  particular  case,  shown  by  affidavits.  If  any  other  rule  were 
allowed  to  prevail,  the  purpose  designed  by  the  application 
might  very  often  be  defeated  by  delay. —  Weis  v.  Goetter.,  Weil 
i&  Co.,  at  present  term  {ante,  ]:>.  259);  Kerr  on  Receivers,  136, 
and  note^'  Williamson  v.  Wilson,  1  Bland,  422;  Bloodgood  v. 
Clark,  4  Paige,  577. 

The  statute  requires  the  application  for  such  an  appointment 
to  be  made  in  writing.  It  may  be  made  to  the  chancellor, 
either  in  term  time,  or  in  vacation,  but  to  the  register  only  in 
vacation.  When  made  in  vacation,  reasonable  notice  of  the 
time  of  such  application,  and  the  person  to  whom  it  will  be 
submitted,  is  required  to  be  given,  or  else  good  reason  must  be 
shown  for  the  failure  to  do  so.— Code,  1876,  §§  3881,  639. 

The  practice  is  also  firmly  established,  that  ex-parte  affidavits 
may  be  introduced  in  support  of  the  application  ;  and  counter- 
affidavits  may  be  received  in  opposition  to,  and  rebuttal  of  the 
statements  upon  which  the  application  is  predicated. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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The  proceedings  in  tlie  preeent  case  seem  to  liave  in  substan- 
tial accordance  with  these  rules.  We  are  not  willing,  however, 
to  sanction  the  practice,  which  apjxjars  to  have  been  followed 
in  this  case,  of  permitting  a  vohnninous  deposition  of  one  of 
the  affiants  to  be  introduced,  containing  much  irrelevant  mat- 
ter, for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  his  affidavit,  on  a  single 
point,  which  was  made  in  resistance  of  the  application,  when 
the  saine  purpose  could  have  been  accomplished  by  an  extract 
of  the  pertinent  matter  from  such  deposition,  embodied  in,  or 
attached  as  an  exhibit  to  an  explanatory  affidavit,  thus  fully  and 
fairly  presenting  the  matter  of  rebuttal  desired  to  be  introduced 
in  evidence,  by  way  of  counter  admission,  or  of  impeachment. 
The  record,  however,  discloses  i\o  objection  to  tliis  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  in  the  court  below. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  defendant,  Micou,  owned  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  crops,  for  the  custody  of  which  the  present  re- 
ceivership is  asked,  the  I i'e^io?'  title  of  the  complainants  is  very 
clearly  of  such  a  character  as  to  authorize  the  granting  of  their 
application,  if  there  be  n(»  other  objection  which  can  be  deemed 
fatal  to  it.  They  were  judgment  creditors,  who  had  pursued 
their  debtor  to  insolvency  in  a  court  of  law,  having  an  execu- 
tion on  their  judgment  returned  unsatisfied ;  and  the  interest 
sought  to  be  subjected  was  a  mere  equitable  one,  not  liable  to 
be  sold  under  execution  at  law.  In  cases  of  this  nature,  the 
courts  always  lend  a  ready  ear  to  applications  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver. —  Weis  v.  Goefter,  Weil  c&  Co.,  fr>'j>r((:  Os- 
hoim  V.  Ilet/er,  2  Paige,  342 ;  Bktodgood,  v.  Clark^  4  Ih.  577 ; 
Kerr  on  Receivers,  58-59. 

The  whole  object  had  in  view,  in  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, is  to  provide  for  the  safe  custody  of  the  property,  pend- 
ing the  litigation  which  is  to  settle  the  conflicting  claims  of  the 
parties  litigant.  The  appointment  can,  of  course,  create  no 
rights  in  the  subject-matter  of  litigation,  such  a  result  being 
entirely  foreign  to  its  puri)ose.  It  can  neither  affect  the  ques- 
tion of  title,  nor  involve  any  judicial  determination  of  it. 
Chase'' f<  case,  1  Bland's  Ch.  206;  s.  c,  17  Amer.  Dec.  277; 
Mitford's  PI.  138.  The  exercise  of  the  power  must  rest  very 
largely  within  the  sound  legal  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
should  be  brought  into  activity  always  with  great  caution  and 
circumspection,  especially  when  invoked  against  a  party  in  pos- 
session under  the  legal  title. — Hughes  >\  l/atcheft,  55  Ala.  t>31; 
Kerr,  on  Receiv.  4,  115;  Briarfield  Iron  Works  v.  Fmter^ 
54  Ala.  622;  Ec parte  Walker,  25  Ala.  81. 

No  positive  or  unvarying  rule  can  be  laid  down,  to  regulate 
such  appointments  in  all  cases.  It  has  sometimes  been  said, 
that  a  receiver  ought  to  be  appointed  only  '*to  prevent  fraud, 
save  the  subject  of  litigation  from  material  injury,  or  rescue  it 
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from  threatened  destruction." — Baker  v.  Backus,  32  111.  79 ; 
Briarjield  Iron  Works  v.  Foster^  54  Ala.  634,  supra.  By  otlier 
authorities,  the  rule  is  said  to  be,  that  "  there  must  be  a  legal  or 
equitable  right,  reasonably  clear  and  free  from  doubt,  attended 
with  danger  of  loss." — Randle  v.  Carter,  62  Ala.  95,  102  ; 
High  on  Receivers,  §§  55-59.  In  another  leading  case,  often 
approved,  it  is  asserted,  that  "  fraud,  or  imminent  danger,  if  the 
intermediate  possession  should  not  be  taken  by  the  court,  must 
be  clearly  proved." — Blondhehn  v.  Moore,  11  Md.  364;  Mays 
V.  Rose,  \  Freeman's  Ch.  (Miss.)  703. 

The  rule  is  stated  by  Mr.  Kerr,  in  his  work  on  Receivers,  as 
follows :  "  If  it  appears  to  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  has  es- 
tablished a  goo^  prima  facie  equitable  title,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty, the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  is  in  danger  if  left  in  the 
possession  of  the  party  against  whom  the  receiver  is  prayed, 
until  the  hearing,  or.  at  least,  that  there  is  reason  to  apprehend 
that  the  plaintiff  will  be  in  a  worse  situation  if  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  be  delayed,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  is  almost 
a  matter  of  course." — Kerr  on  Receivers,  7-8. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  complainants  have  established  a 
good  prima  facie  case  for  such  an  appointment.  The  fact  is 
not  denied,  that  the  defendant,  B.  H.  Micou,  is  utterly  insol- 
vent, and  that  complainants  hold  against  him  an  unsatisfied  judg- 
ment for  a  large  amount,  the  validity  of  which  is  not  disputed, 
and  upon  which  they  have  had  execution  with  a  return  of  no 
property  found.  It  further  appears,  from  very  clear  proof, 
that  the  property  in  dispute  is  being  rapidlj'  disposed  of  by  ir- 
responsible parties  under  the  management  of  Micou,  so  that  its 
loss  is  imminent.  Fraud  is  also  charged  against  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  the  entire  circumstances  of  the  whole  case,  includ- 
ing his  own  admissions  and  testimony  outside  of  the  case, 
strongly  support  the  imputation.  The  statements  made  in  some 
of  the  affidavits  are  conflicting,  and  we  refrain  from  any  de- 
tailed discusion  of  them,  as  it  is  not  our  purpose  to  give  any 
opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  issues  to  be  tried  by  the  chan- 
cellor. It  is  enough  to  say,  that  they  make  out  'a,  prima  facie 
case  in  favor  of  the  complainants,  based  upon  the  probability 
that  B.  H.  Micou  has  an  e(]uity  in  the  subject-matter  of  litiga- 
tion, which  is  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  which 
is  the  foundation  of  this  suit;  that  he  is  utterly  insolvent,  and 
without  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  there  is  imminent  danger 
of  the  entire  property  being  speedil}^  M'asted  and  lost,  to  the 
serious  injury  of  the  complainants,  who  make  this  application. 

In  view  of  this  status  of  the  case,  it  is  no  valid  objection  to 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  that  some  parties  in  interest  are 
not  before  the  court,  and  others  have  had  no  notice  of  the  ap- 
plication.    A  receiver  is  always  understood  to  hold  for  the  par- 
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ties  entitled.  Persons  holding  paramount  claiins,who  are  not 
already  before  the  court,  are  at  liberty  to  come  in  at  any  time, 
and,  on  application,  each  will  be  examined /^v>  interesse  siio;  and 
the  receivership  can  be  discharged,  when  the  justice  of  the  case 
shall  authorize  the  making  of  such  an  order  by  the  chancellor. 
If  any  other  rule  were  allowed  to  prevail,  parties  holding  mere 
legal  titles,  by  absenting  themselves  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  could  easily  paralyze  this  right  arm  of  its  power^ 
which  is  so  often  omnipotent  in  circumventing  the  artirices  of 
fraud,  and  preventing  irreparal)le  damage. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  appointing  a  receiver,  from 
which  the  present  appeal  was  taken,  nmst  be  afiirnied. 


Montg.  So.  RaiUvay  Co.  v,  Sayre. 
Sayre  v.  Montg.  So.  Railway  Co. 

Siatutm^y  Proceedings  for  Condemnation  of  Right  of  Way. 

1.  Takinij  prirnte  propertif  for  public  itsen;  constitutional  i>roviKionK  ax 
to  pre-pa^iaent  of  compensation,  rigid  of  appeal,  and  trial  hy  jury. — The 
several  <-lauses  in  the  present  constitution  relating  to  the  taking  of  pri- 
vate property  for  public  uses  by  corporations  or  inuividuals  (Art.  i,  §  24  ; 
Art.  XIV,  ^  7),  construed  in  connection  with  the  pre-existinj?  law  and  ju- 
dicial decisions,  were  intended  to  secure  just  compensation  to  the  owner 
of  the  property  taken,  and  to  compel  its  payment  before  tlie  appropria- 
tion Wiis  complete  ;  also,  to  secure  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  prelimin- 
ary assessment  of  damages,  without  regard  to  the  character  of  the  tri- 
bunal <»r  botly  by  which  the  assessment  may  be  made;  and  the  right  to 
a  trial  Ijy  jury,  on  the  demand  of  either  party,  wlien  the  error  or  matter 
complained  of  is  the  amount  of  damages  assessed. 

2.  Statulori/  prorcedhujK  for  condemnation  nf  right  of  way;  appeal,  and 
trial  hy  jury. — The  statute  regulating  proceedings  for  the  assessment  of 
damages,  when  lands  are  taken  by  a  railroad  (;orponition  for  the  right  of 
way  (C'oile,  §^  183.3-40),  was  intended  to  carry  into  effect  tliese  constitu- 
tional [Vovisions,  and  must  be  so  construed,  if  possible,  as  to  effectuate 
that  intention,  and  to  harmonize  the  statute  with  the  constitution  ;  and 
thus  construing  the  section  which  gives  an  a])peal  to  either  party,  and 
declares  that  "  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  ordinary  cases  of 
appeal  from  the  Probate  [Court]  to  the  higher  courts  of  the  State" 
(^  1838),  it  must  be  held  to  give  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  of  which 
a  jury  is  a  constituent,  thereby  securing  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury,  if  de- 
manded. 

3.  S'tme;  riyhl  to  open  and  oncUide  argument. — In  these  proceedings, 
the  railroad  corporation  is  the  actor,  and  on  appeal,  when  an  assessment 
of  damages  by  a  jury  is  demamled,  is  entitled  to  open  and  conclude  the 
investigation  and  the  argument. 

Afpkal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Montgomery. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  Jas.  E.  Cobb. 
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These  two  cases,  involving  substantiallv  the  sanme  questions, 
were  argued  and  submitted  together.  Each  was  a  statutory 
proceeding,  instituted  by  the  JVIontgomery  Southern  Railway 
Company,  a  domestic  corporation  organized  under  the  general 
law  (Code,  §§  1821-41),  seeking  to  condemn  lands  for  the  right 
of  w'ay  of  its  road  ;  tlie  lands  in  one  case  belonging  to  W.  D. 
Sayre,  and  in  the  other  to  A.  S.  Sayre  and  M.  II.  Sayre.  In 
each  case,  the  proceeding  was  originated  by  a  petition  filed  by 
the  railroad  company,  addressed  to  the  judge  of  probate;  alleg- 
ine:  that  the  petitioner  desired  to  obtain  the  right  of  way 
through  the  defendant's  lands,  particnlarly  described,  and  had 
made  application  to  purchase  the  necessary  strip  of  land,  but 
had  not  been  able  to  make  any  contract  with  the  owner ;  and 
asking  that  commissioners  be  appointed  to  determine  the  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  to  the  owners  in  each  case.  Commission- 
ers were  appointed,  and  notice  was  given  to  the  owners  in  each 
case,  as  required  by  the  order  of  the  court  and  the  statute  ;  and 
the  commissioners  made  their  report  under  oath,  awarding  $85 
as  compensation  to  A.  S.  and  M.  H.  Sayre,  and  $182  to  W.  D. 
Sayre.  A.  S.  and  M.  H.  Sayre  then  made  a  motion  in  the 
Probate  Court,  or  before  the  judge  of  probate,  to  set  aside  and 
annul  the  report  and  award  of  tlie  commissioners,  and  the  or- 
der appointing  them,  on  these  grounds:  " Because  this  court, 
or  the  judge  thereof,  had  no  jurisdiction,  power  or  authority  to 
make  the  order  appointing  said  commissioners ;  because  there 
is  no  law  which  authorized  said  court  or  judge  to  make  such 
order  or  decree ;  and  because  the  pretended  law,  under  which 
said  order  was  made  and  said  proceedings  had,  is  unconstitu- 
tional, null  and  void."  The  court  overruled  this  motion,  and 
the  said  A.  S.  and  M.  11.  Sayre  then  took  an  appeal  to  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  not  from  the  order  overruling  said  motion,  but  "in 
the  matter  of  the  proceedings  to  assess  their  compensation  for 
the  right  of  way  through  their  lands  by  said  railroad  com- 
pany." In  the  Circuit  Court,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  recites, 
"the  said  A.  S.  and  M.  IT.  Sayre  moved  the  court  to  quash  said, 
proceedings  had  in  the  Probate  Court,  and  to  dismiss  said 
cause  out  of  that  court ;  whicli  motion  was  granted  by  the 
court,  and  said  railroad  company  excepted."  The  railroad  com- 
pany appeals  from  this  ruling  and  judgment,  and  here  assigns 
the  same  as  error. 

W.  D.  Sayre  also  moved  to  set  aside  the  award  and  the  order 
appointing  the  commissioners,  on  the  same  grounds  as  specified 
in  the  other  case  ;  and  his  motion  being  overruled,  he  took  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Circuit  Court.  In  that  court,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions 
states,  "both  parties  having  announ(!ed  themselves  ready,  said  W. 
D.  Sayre  demanded  a  trial  by  jury  ;  which  was  ordered  by  the 
court,  and  the  cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury.     Thereupon,  said 
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railroad  company  claimed  the  right  to  open  and  conclude  as 
plaintiff,  and  the  court  conceded  the  right ;  to  which  action  and 
ruling  of  the  court  said  Sayre  duly  excepted."  The  jury 
assessed  the  damages,  or  comjxjnsation  to  be  paid,  at  §n365  ;  and 
the  court  renderea  judgment  in  Sayre's  favor,  against  the  rail- 
road company,  for  this  sum.  Afterwards,  as  the  judgment- 
entry  and  the  hill  of  exceptions  each  shows,  Sayre  moved  the 
court  *'  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  vacate  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  this  cause,  and  to  render  judgment  vacating  the  pro- 
ceedings had  in  the  Probate  Court,  on  the  ground  that  said 
proceedings  were  without  authority  of  law,,  and  that  this  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  submit  this  cause  to  a  jur}',  nor  to  render 
judgment  on  the  verdict  of  the  jury."  The  court  overruled 
this  motion,  and  the  Sayres  duly  excepted.  The  appeal  is  sued 
out  by  the  Sayres,  and  they  here  assign  as  error  the  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  the  several  rulings  to  which  they  re- 
served exceptions. 

Clopton,  Herbert  &  Chambers,  and  Sayre  &  Graves,  for 
Montgomery  Southern  Railway  Company. — (1.)  By  constitu- 
tional provision,  the  right  of  eminent  donmin  is  reserved  to  the 
State  unabridged,  but  just  comjjensation  is  re(|uired  to  be  made 
to  the  owner  of  the  property  taken  ;  and  when  the  right  to  take 
private  property  is  conferred  by  law  on  corporations  or  individ- 
uals, it  is  provided  that  the  right  of  appeal,  and  the  right  to  a 
trial  l)y  jury,  shall  be  secured  to  either  party. — Art.  xiv,  §  7. 
Before  tlie  adoption  of  the  present  constitution,  the  right  of 
appeal  was  only  a  legislative  right,  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
Genernl  Assembly ;  and  no  appeal  could  be  taken  except  in  the 
cases  authorized  by  law.  This  provision  was  intended  to  take 
the  right  of  appeal  in  such  cases  as  this,  as  it  then  existed,  out 
of  the  pale  of  legislation.  The  intention  was  not  to  create  a 
new  right,  but  to  prohiliit  the  General  Assembly  from  taking 
away  from  any  person  the  right  of  appeal  as  it  then  existed. 
Undor  the  laws  then  existing,  an  appeal  might  be  taken  from 
the  Probate  Court,  either  to  the  Circuit  Court,  or  to  the  Su- 
preme Court. — Code,  Jj§  3954,  3957.  Coupled  with  this  right 
of  appeal,  by  the  same  constitutional  provision,  the  right  of  a 
trial  by  jury  was  secured  in  all  cases  involving  the  amount  of 
damages.  In  tiie  Supreme  Court,  an  appeal  is  necessarily  to  l)e 
decided  from  the  record  alone  ;  but  in  the  Circuit  C\»urt,  of 
which  a  jury  is  a  constituent  part,  a  trial  by  jury  may  be 
claimed,  and,  when  claimed,  is  matter  of  right.  An  appeal 
must  be  taken  under  the  rules  regulating  appeals ;  and  when 
taken,  it  is  to  be  tried  like  other  cases,  upon  the  record  or  bill 
of  exceptions,  except  that,  on  a  question  of  damages,  either 
party  may  demand  a  trial  by  jury.     The  constitutional  provis- 
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ion  is  self-executing  {Miller  v.  Marx^  55  Ala.  322 ;  Cooley's 
Const.  Lim,  101),  and  comes  to  the  aid  of  the  statute,  or,  rather, 
the  statute  must  be  construed  as  if  the  constitutional  provision 
were  incorporated  in  it. —  United  States  v.  Bahbitt^  1  Black,  58 ; 
United  States  v.  Coombs,  12  Peters,  72.  (2.)  W.  D.  Sayre  vol- 
untarily submitted  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and 
demanded  a  trial  by  jury ;  and  he  is  now  estopped  from  deny- 
ing the  validity  of  the  law  under  which  he  claimed  it. — Pmo- 
ell  V.  Boone,  43  Ala.  459 ;  McDonald  v.  Life  Insuranee  Co., 
65  Ala.  358.  (3.)  In  such  proceedings  as  this,  the  railroad  com- 
pany is  necessarily  the  actor,  or  plaintiff,  whether  it  occupies 
the  position  of  appellant  or  appellee ;  and  as  plaintiff,  is  enti- 
tled to  open  and  conclude  the  case. 

Troy  &  Tompkins,  for  W.  D.  Sayre,  A.  S.  Sayre,  and  M.  H. 
Sayre. — (1.)  No  law  providing  for  an  assessment  of  damages, 
in  such  cases  as  these,  can  be  sustained  as  valid,  unless  it  pro- 
vides (1st)  for  the  payment  of  the  compensation  before  the 
property  is  taken,  (2d)  for  an  appeal  by  either  party,  and  (3d) 
for  a  trial  by  jury  to  determine  the  damages,  on  the  demand  of 
either  party.  This  law  does  not  provide  for  a  trial  by  jury, 
and  the  right  is  in  effect  prohibited  by  the  provision  which  de- 
clares that,  on  appeals,  "'the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as 
in  ordinary  cases  of  appeal  from  the  Probate  [Court]  to  the 
higher  courts."  The  jyt'oceedings  on  ajppeal  must  mean  the  trial 
and  its  incidents,  and  not  the  preliminary  steps  to  taking  an 
appeal.  There  is  no  provision  for  a  trial  by  jury,  in  ordinary 
cases  of  appeal  from  the  Probate  to  the  Circuit  Court,  but  such 
cases  are  tried  on  the  record,  or  on  bill  of  exceptions. — Code, 
^§3954-58.  If  the  provisions  of  the  general  law  could  be  so 
modified  as  to  give  a  trial  by  jury  in  such  cases,  when  the  ap- 
peal is  taken  to  tlie  Circuit  Court,  the  right  would  be  completely 
taken  away  whenever  the  appeal  was  taken,  as  it  might  be,  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  In  failing,  then,  to  secure  the  right  to  a 
trial  by  jury,  the  statute  is  unconstitutional  and  void. — Tims  v. 
The  State,  26  Ala.  165;  Ex  j^ctrte  Houghton,  38  Ala.  570; 
Thomas  v.  Bihh,  44  Ala.  710 ;  Greene  v.  Bra^g,  1  Curt.  C.  C. 
311.  (2.)  The  statute  being  unconstitutional  and  void,  the  Pro- 
bate Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings,  and  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  acquired  no  jurisdiction  by  the  appeal. — Cooley's 
Const.  Lim.  §  188,  note  2,  and  authorities  cited.  The  proceed- 
ing being  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  appearance  could  not 
amount  to  a  waiver-  of  the  defect ;  and  the  parties  are  not  es- 
topped from  raising  the  objection  after  judgment. — Bigelow  on 
Estoppel,  129,  508  ;  2  Brick.  Dig.  157-8,  §§  12,  21  ;  Miller  v. 
Miller,  5  Heisk.  Tenn.  723 ;  Merrier  v.  Chase,  9  Allen,  242. 
(3.)  It  was  necessarily  incumbent  on  the  party  whose  land  was 
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sought  to  1)6  taken,  to  show  the  amount  of  damages  lie  might 
sustain,  or  had  sustained.  The  railroad  company  stands  on  the 
defensive,  and  is  not  required  to  adduce  any  evidence ;  and  the 
laboring  oar  l^eing  on  the  owner,  he  is  entitled  to  open  and  con- 
clude the  argument. — 3  Bla.  Com.  §  360  ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  jj  74; 
7  Eng.  L.  «fe  Eq.  578. 

BllICKELL,  C.  J.— The  7th  section  of  the  14th  article  of 
the  constitution  provides,  that  "Municipal  and  other  cor|x>ra- 
tions  and  individuals,  invested  with  the  privilege  of  taking  pri- 
vate property  for  public  use,  shall  make  just  compensation  for 
the  property  taken,  injured  or  destroyed  by  the  construction  or 
enlargement  of  its  works,  highways,  or  improvements,  which 
compensation  shall  l)e  paid  before  such  taking,  injury  or  de- 
struction. The  General  Assembly  is  hereby  prohibited  from 
depriving  any  person  of  an  appeal  from  any  preliminary  assess- 
ment of  damages,  against  any  such  corporations  or  individuals, 
made  by  viewers  or  othfcr\vise  ;  and  the  amount  of  such  dam- 
ages, in  all  cases  of  appeal,  shall,  on  the  demand  of  either  party, 
be  determined  by  a  jury  according  to  law."  The  24th  section 
of  the  "  Declaration  of  Rights."  among  other  things,  provides, 
that  "  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  or  applied  for  public 
use,  unless  ju.st  compensation  be  made  therefor;  nor  shall  pri- 
vate property  be  taken  for  private  use,  or  for  the  use  of  cor- 
porations other  than  municiiial,  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner :  Prmnded,  hmcever.  That  the  General  Assembly  may, 
by  law,  secure  to  persons  or  corporations  the  right  of  way  over 
the  lands  of  other  persons  or  corporations,  and  by  general  laws 
provide  for  and  regulate  the  exercise  by  persons  and  corpora- 
tions of  the  rights  herein  reserved ;  but  just  compensation  shall, 
in  all  cases,  be  first  made  to  the  owner." 

The  principal  question  these  cases  involve  is,  whether  the 
statute  which  authorizes  corporations,  organized  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  for  the  construction  of  railroads  within  the  State,  to 
condemn  and  take  private  property  for  the  uses  of  the  corpo- 
ration, secures  to  the  owner  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  award 
of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  assess  the  compensation  to 
be  paid  him,  and  on  such  appeal  a  trial  by  jury,  if  such  trial  is 
claimed  by  either  party,  meets  and  satisfies  the  requirements  of 
the  constitution  in  this  respect.  The  provision  oi  the  statute, 
upon  the  construction  of  which  the  question  depends,  reads : 
"  An  appeal  may  be  taken  by  either  party,  and  the  same  pro- 
ceedings shall  be  had  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  appeal  from  the 
Probate  to  the  higher  courts  of  this  State." — Code  of  1876, 
§  1838. 

Before  the  adoption  of  the  present  constitution,  not  infre- 
quently, the  General  Assembly,  to  serve  and  accomplish  some 
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public  use,  delegated  not  only  to  counties,  political  subdivisions 
of  the  State,  but  to  municipal  and  private  corporations,  and  to 
individuals,  the  power  of  eminent  domain — the  power  of  tak- 
ing private  property  for  public  uses.  The  statutes  delegating 
the  power,  to  conform  to  the  constitution,  it  was  settled,  must 
in  themselves  have  provided  adequate  and  appropriate  remedies, 
by  which  the  owner  whose  property  was  taken  could  obtain  for 
it  just  compensation.  Whether  payment  of  the  compensation 
should  precede  or  attend  the  taking  of  the  property,  or  whether 
the  mandate  of  the  constitution  was  satisfied,  if  an  adequate 
remedy  was  provided  by  which  it  could  be  obtained,  was,  in 
this  State,  an  unsettled  (piestion. — Aldridge  v.  T.,  O.  <&  D.  H. 
B.  Co.,  2  Stew.  &  Port.  199  ;  Sadler  v.  Langham,  34  Ala.  311. 
The  remedy  most  usually  provided  for  ascertaining  the  compen- 
sation, was  the  verdict  or  award  of  viewers,  or  commissioners, 
as  they  were  indifferently  termed.  These  generally  derived 
their  appointment  from  a  court  of  record,  to  whom  their  report 
was  returned.  They  were  regarded  as  inferior,  statutory"  tribu- 
nals, clothed  with  a  special  jurisdiction ;  and  unless  the  statute 
otherwise  provided,  their  action  was  final  and  conclusive. — Mills' 
Eminent  Domain,  §  322.  If  errors  of  law,  or  irregularities, 
intervened,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings,  a  writ  of 
error,  or  an  appeal,  the  substitute  for  a  writ  of  error  in  our  sys- 
tem, would  not  lie  for  their  revision  and  correction  ;  a  writ  of 
certiorari  was  the  only  approijriate  remedy  which  could  be  em- 
ployed for  that  purpose. — Ex  parte  Tarleton,  2  Ala.  35  ;  1st 
Brick.  Dig.  533,  §§  2,  4. 

Reading  the  clause  of  the  constitution  to  which  we  have  re- 
ferred in  connection  with  the  pre-existing  law,  it  seems  mani- 
fest, a  distinct  purpose  it  was  intended  to  accomplish  was  the 
guaranty  and  security  to  the  owner  of  just  compensation  for 
his  property,  taken  for  public  uses,  and  to  compel  its  payment 
before  the  taking  and  appropriation  was  complete.  And  such 
payment,  it  must  be  observed,  is  guarantied  and  secured,  with- 
out regard  to  the  agency  employed  in  the  taking — whether  it 
is  the  State,  in  its  sovereign  cajDacity,  or  a  county,  one  of  its 
political  subdivisions,  or  a  municipal  or  other  corporation,  or 
an  individual.  A  provision  by  which  compensation  could  be 
obtained  was,  prior  to  the  introduction  of  this  clause,  esteemed 
an  indispensable  element  to  the  validity  of  any  statutory  enact- 
ment, authorizing  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  uses. 
The  payment  of  the  compensation  before  the  taking  and  ap- 
propriation is  complete,  is  tlie  plain  language,  more  than  once 
repeated,  and  the  manifest  intent  of  the  constitution.  Another 
purpose,  equally  manifest,  confined  to  a  taking  by  municipal  or 
other  coi'porations,  or  by  individuals  invested  with  the  privilege 
of  taking  private  property  for  public  uses,  is,  that  the  parties 
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shall  not  be  deprived  of  —in  other  words,  must  have — the  right 
of  appeal  from  the  preliminary  assessment  of  damages,  without 
regard  to  the  character  of  the  body  or  tribunal  to  which  the 
making  of  such  assessment  may  be  committed.  Such  lx>dy  or 
tribunal  remains,  as  it  was  known  and  defined  at  common  law, 
an  inferior,  statutory  jurisdiction,  proceeding  by  summary 
methods,  and  in  a  course  different  from  that  observed  and  pur- 
sued in  the  courts  of  common  law.  But  the  (Tcneral  Assembly 
is  now  prohibited  from  rendering  its  action  final  and  conclu- 
sive, or  from  limiting  the  parties  to  a  mere  revision  by  writ  of 
certiorari  of  errors  or  irregularities  apparent  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings.  A  remedy  by  appeal  nmst  be  afforded,  and  the 
revision  must  be  co-extensive  with  the  injury  which  may  l>e 
suffered  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings.  If  the  error  com- 
plained of  is  the  amount  of  damages  assessed,  on  the  demand  of 
either  party,  on  appeal,  the  damages  must  be  assessed  by  a  jury. 
It  is  contended,  that  the  statute  referred  to  is  offensive  to  the 
constitution,  because,  while  it  authorizes  an  appeal,  the  require- 
ment is,  that  the  proceedings  on  the  appeal  shall  be  as  in  ordi- 
nary eases  of  appeal  from  the  Probate  Court  to  the  higher 
courts  of  the  State;  and  in  the  course  of  such  proceedings  there 
is  not,  and  can  not  be,  a  trial  by  jury — the  hearing  is  had  by 
the  appellate  court,  upon  the  record  of  the  Probate  Court,  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury.  There  is  much  force  in  the  ar- 
gument, but  we  are  unable  to  yield  assent  to  it.  The  statute 
was  passed  soon  after  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  and, 
doubtless,  with  the  intention  of  yielding  obedience  to,  and  exe- 
cuting the  clause  or  provision  under  consideration.  In  its  words, 
the  statute  is  ambiguous ;  and  if  it  is  capable  of  a  construction 
that  will  render  it  consistent  with  the  constitution,  affording  to 
the  citizen,  or  to  corporations,  the  substantial  rights  the  con- 
stitution intended  to  confer,  that  construction  must  be  adopted. 
Every  statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  so  to  construe,  as  to 
make  it,  if  possible,  harmonious  with  the  constitution,  without 
narrowing  the  inquiry  to  the  construction  which  the  natural  im- 
port of  tlie  language  used  may  bear.  It  is  said  by  Judo^e 
Cooley  :  "  The  duty  of  the  court  to  uphold  a  statute,  where  the 
conflict  between  it  and  the  constitution  is  not  clear,  and  the  im- 
plicatic»n  which  must  always  exist,  that  no  violation  has  been  in- 
tended by  the  legislature,  may  require  it  in  such  cases,  where 
the  meaning  of  the  constitution  is  not  in  doubt,  to  lean  in  favor 
of  such  a  construction  of  the  statute  as  might  not,  at  first  view, 
seem  most  obvious  and  natural.*'  "  This  is  only  saying,''  he 
adds,  '•  in  another  form  of  words,  that  the  courts  must  construe 
the  statute  in  accordance  with  the  legislative  intent ;  since  it  is 
always  presumed  the  legislature  designed  the  statute  to  take  ef- 
fect, and  not  be  a  nullity." — Cooley  Cons.  Lim.  (4th  ed.)  223, 
29 
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top  p.  And  in  Durousseau  v.  United  States  (6  Cranch  307), 
it  was  said  by  C.  J.  Marshall  :  "  The  spirit,  as  well  as  the 
letter  of  a  statute,  must  be  respected  ;  and  when  the  whole  con- 
text of  the  law  demonstrates  a  particular  intent  in  the  legisla- 
ture to  effect  a  certain  object,  some  degree  of  implication  may 
be  called  in  to  aid  that  intent." 

A  close,  literal  construction,  keeping  within  a  narrow  signi- 
lication  of  its  words,  not  reading  it  in  connection  with  the  con- 
stitution, or  in  connection  with  other  statutes  which,  if  not  in 
pari  materia,  are  subject  to  the  same  constitutional  provision, 
and  are  intended  to  accomplish  a  like  purpose,  would  render 
this  statute  vain  and  nugatory.  There  is  no  designation  of  the 
court  to  which  the  appeal  may  be  taken,  nor,  in  the  event  of  an 
appeal,  is  there  an  expression  of  the  mode  of  hearing  or  trial, 
except  as  it  may  be  supposed  to  lie  in  the  general  words,  "  the 
same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  appeal 
froui  the  Probate  to  the  higher  courts  of  the  State,"  if  these 
words  should  be  referred  to  the  proceedings  in  the  appellate 
court.  But,  if  we  keep  in  mind  that  the  statute  was  intended 
to  be  effectual,  and  to  execute  the  constitutional  provision,  we 
must  construe  it  as  intended  to  authorize  an  appeal  to  a  higher 
court  than  the  Court  of  Probate,  and  to  a  court  of  which  a  jury 
is  a  constituent.  Thus  reading  it,  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
county  is  the  only  higher  court  to  which  the  appeal  may  be 
taken — it  is  the  only  court  exercising  appellate  jurisdiction  over 
the  Court  of  Probate,  having  a  jur}'  as  a  constituent.  The  case 
reaching  that  court  by  appeal,  the  constitution  intervenes,  and, 
on  the  demand  of  either  party,  the  damages  must  be  assessed 
by  a  jury.  It  is  true,  that  this  construction  renders  it  necessary 
to  indulge  some  degree  of  implication  ;  but  it  is  not  implication 
the  words  of  the  statute  repel,  and  it  is  necessary  to  give  effect 
to  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  statute,  unless  we  presume  that 
the  legislature  did  not  design  it  to  be  effectual.  The  general 
words,  "  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  ordinary  cases 
of  appeal  from  the  Probate  to  the  higher  courts  of  this  State," 
are  not,  under  this  construction,  left  unmeaning  and  without 
office  to  perform.  They  may  well  be  referred  to  the  proceed- 
ings preliminary  to  the  taking  of  an  appeal,  the  mode  of  taking 
it,  and  of  introducing  the  case  into  the  appellate  court.  All  of 
these  must  conform  to  the  usual,  ordinary  proceedings  in  cases 
of  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate. 

Under  this  construction  of  the  statute,  the  Circuit  Court 
erred  in  quashing  the  proceedings  in  the  first  of  these  cases, 
but  did  not  err  in  refusing  to  quash  them  in  the  second. 

The  railroad  corporation  is  the  actor  in  the  institution  of  the 
proceedings,  and  if,  upon  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  an  as- 
sessment of  the  damages  by  a  jury  is  demanded,  we  are  of  the 
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opinion,  it  is  entitled  to  open  and  conclude  the  investigation 
and  argument  of  the  cause.  It  has  long  been  the  settled  prac- 
tice in  this  State,  that  whatever  may  be  the  attitude  a  case  may 
assume,  the  plaintiff,  the  actor  in  the  institution  of  tlie  proceed- 
ings, is  entitled  to  open  and  conclude  the  investigation  and  ar- 
gument, unless  he  waives  the  right  of  concluding  by  failing  to 
open  the  argument. — Grady  v.  IJammond,  21  Ala.  427  ;  Cham- 
berlain V.  GaiUard^  26  Ala.  504;  PearsaU  v.  McCartney^ 
28  Ala.  110. 

The  result  is,  the  judgment  in  the  lirst  case  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  ;  and  in  the  second,  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


South  &  North  Ala.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Wood. 

Action  against  Railroad  Company^  as  Cmmnon  Carrier,  for 
Failure  to  deliver  Freight. 

1 .  ^^llO  is  proper  party  p/a?rj<t/f.i— When  a  quantity  of  com  is  delivered 
to  a  railroad  company  for  transportation,  the  consignee  having  bought  it 
and  paid  the  freiglit  on  it,  he  is  the  proper  party  to  sue  for  its  non-deliv- 
ery, and  not  the  consignor  from  whom  he  bought  it;  but  the  evidence  as 
to  these  facts  being  conflicting,  the  question  is  pro]>erly  submitted  to  the 
decision  of  the  jury. 

2.  Measure  of  damaijes  for  failure  to  deliver  freight. — In  an  action 
against  a  railroad  company  as  a  common  carrier,  for  a  failure  to  deliver 
goods  received  for  transportation,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value 
of  the  goods  at  the  place  of  destination. 

3.  Same;  proof  of  value  of  (foods. — In  an  action  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany as  a  common  carrier,  to  recover  damages  for  its  failure  to  deliver  a 
quantity  of  corn,  ret-eived  by  it  for  transportation  from  one  intermediate 
station  to  another,  about  eighty  miles  apart,  the  value  of  the  com  at  the 
place  of  delivery  to  the  railroad,  at  the  time  of  its  delivery,  is  relevant 
and  competent  evidence  on  the  que.stion  of  its  value  at  the  point  of  des- 
tination.    (Stone,  J.,  dissenting.) 

4.  Iinpeat'hintf  witness  btj  proof  of  former  testimony. — The  statements 
containeu  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  reserved  on  a  former  trial,  are  not  com- 
petent evidence  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  a  witness  on  a  subsequent 
trial. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Blount. 

Tried  before  the  lion.  Lekoy  F.  Box. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Edmund  A.  Wood,  against  the 
appellant,  a  domestic  corporation,  to  recover  damages  for  its 
failure  to  deliver  a  certain  quantity  of  corn,  delivered  to  the 
defendant,  as  a  common  carrier,  at  Bangor,  a  station  on  its  road 
near  Blountsville,  to  be  delivered  to  L.  K.  Moss,  at  Jemison, 
another  station  about  eighty  miles  distant.     The  action   was 
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commenced  before  a  justice,  on  July  12tli,  1876;  and  was  re- 
moved into  the  Circuit  Court  by  appeal,  at  the  instance  of  the 
defendant.  The  case  has  been  before  this  court  on  two  former 
appeals,  and  may  be  found  reported  in  66  Ala.  167,  and  71  Ala. 
215.  On  the  last  trial,  as  shown  by  the  bill  of  exceptions  in 
the  present  record,  numerous  exceptions  were  reserved  by  the 
defendant,  on  which  assignments  of  error  are  founded,  eighteen 
in  number ;  but  the  points  decided  by  this  court  render  it  un- 
necessary to  state  the  facts  in  detail. 

Samuel  F.  Rice,  and  J.  W.  Inzer,  for  appellant. 

Hamill  &  Dickinson,  contra. 

STOKE,  J. — The  present  is  an  action  against  the  railroad 
company,  for  an  alleged  failure  to  safely  transport  and  deliver 
corn,  placed  in  car  at  one  of  defendant's  depots,  and  consigned, 
not  to  a  regular  depot,  but  to  a  siding  which  was  not  a  depot, 
and  at  which  the  railroad  company  kept  no  agent ;  the  distance 
to  be  transported  being  about  eighty  miles.  The  contract  was, 
that  the  railroad  would  transport  a  car-load  of  corn  in  the  shuck ; 
and  to  this  end,  the  company  placed  one  of  its  cars  at  the  depot 
of  shipment,  to  receive  the  corn.  When  the  loading  was  com- 
pleted, the  car  was  locked  by  the  railroad's  agent ;  and  after  it 
was  placed  on  the  siding  at  the  destination,  it  was  unlocked  by 
one  of  the  railroad's  employes,  at  the'request  of  the  consignee. 
It  is  alleged  that  about  one-fourth  of  the  corn  was  lost  in  the 
transit.  The  complaint  consists  of  a  single  count  for  the  non- 
delivery of  the  corn.  This  case  has  been  twice  before  in  this 
court  {66  Ala.  167 ;  71  Ala.  215) ;  but  the  points  decided  on 
those  appeals  are  not  directly  presented  in  this. 

One  question  raised  by  the  defense  in  this  case  is,  that  Wood, 
the  plaintiff,  was  not  the  owner  of  the  corn  when  the  action 
was  brought,  but  that  Moss  was,  and  should  have  been  the 
plaintiff.  The  testimony  on  this  question  is  not  very  clear,  and 
appears  to  be  somewhat  confused.  The  bill  of  exceptions  states 
that  it  contains  all  the  evidence.  One  part  of  the  testimony  is 
emphatic,  that  Wood  sold  to  Moss  three  hundred  bushels  of 
corn,  to  be  delivered  at  Bangor  in  Blount  county  ;  and  some  of 
the  witnesses  testify  that  quantity  was  delivered  in  car  at  Ban- 
gor. Moss  testifies  he  paid  the  freight  on  the  car-load  of  corn, 
and  had  it  consigned  to  him  at  Smith's  mill  siding.  If  this  be 
the  true  and  full  version  of  the  transaction,  then  the  corn  be- 
came the  property  of  Moss,  when  it  was  delivered  in  car  at 
Bangor;  and  if  this  be  so,  and  if  there  are  no  qualifying  facts 
in  the  transaction,  then  Moss  alone  could  sue  for  the  failure  to 
deliver;  for  the  corn  was  his,  and  the  contract  of  affreightment 
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was  with  liiiii.  But  there  is  testimony  not  easily  reconcilable 
with  this.  Wood,  the  plaintiif,  testified  that  the  com,  for 
■which  this  action  was  brought,  was  his  property,  at  and  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  Moss  testified  that  he  had 
no  interest  in  the  suit,  nor  in  the  corn  sued  for.  This  seeming 
■discrepancy,  if  unexplained,  is  a  miestion  for  the  jury. — Ben- 
jamin on  Sales,  ^  679 ;  Shealy  v.  tjhcards^  at  this  term. 

As  we  have  said,  the  complaint  in  this  case  contains  Imt  a 
single  count,  alle^ng  a  breach  of  the  railroad's  contract  to  de- 
liver the  corn.  There  is  no  averment  that  the  corn  was  not 
delivered  in  a  reasonable  time.  When  there  is  a  contract  to 
transport  and  deliver,  the  law  implies  that  it  shall  be  done  in  a 
reasonable  time.  What  is  a  reasonable  time,  depends  on  the 
distance,  and  the  nature  and  habits  of  the  service.  If  there  is 
a  delivery,  but  not  within  a  reasonable  time,  then  the  measure 
of  damages  is  the  injury  resulting  proximately  from  the  delay; 
nothing  more.  There  are  no  pleadings  in  this  case,  which  raise 
the  question  of  delay  in  delivery ;  nor,  if  there  were,  could 
such  delay  change  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  when  or  where 
the  corn  was  lost,  if  there  was  a  loss.  On  the  plaintiff  would 
still  rest  the  burden  of  making  some  proof  that  the  corn,  for 
the  alleged  loss  of  which  this  action  was  brought,  was  in  the 
car  when  the  same  was  turned  over  to  the  railroad's  agent,  and 
was  not  there  when  the  car  was  placed  on  the  siding  at  Smith's 
mill.— .^.  d'  N.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Wood,  71  Ala.  215. 

The  undisputed  testimony  is,  that  the  corn  was  to  be  delivered 
by  the  railroad  at  Jemison,  or  Smith's  mill,  eighty  miles  from 
Bangor  station,  from  which  it  was  shipped.  The  rule  can  not 
be  disputed,  that,  if  there  was  a  failure  to  deliver,  the  injury 
is  the  value  of  the  corn  at  the  place  of  destination.  There  it 
was  wanted — there  it  was  contracted  to  be  delivered.  In  an 
action  on  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  personal  property  at  a 
particular  time  and  place,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the  value 
of  such  property  at  the  time  and  place  appointed  for  delivery, 
with  interest  for  delay. — 1  Brick.  Dig.  524,  §  27 ;  2  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  2r)l.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove,  on  the  question  of 
damages,  the  value  of  the  corn  at  Bangor,  the  place  of  ship- 
ment. This  testimony  was  disallowed,  and,  I  think,  rightfully. 
My  reasons  are,  first,  that  from  the  very  nature  of  tlie  com- 
modity, corn  must  l)e  of  variable  value,  in  places  not  far  re- 
moved from  each  other;  second,  value  atone  place  can  furnish 
no  reliable  criterion  for  fixing  value  at  another;  and,  third,  it 
tends  to  confuse  an  ordinary  mind,  and  to  multiply  the  issues, 
by  laying  before  the  jury  remote  and  indeterminate  facts,  and 
requiring  a  complex  system  of  reasoning,  at  war  with  the  simple 
rules  of  evidence.  ()ne  of  the  fundamental  laws  of  evidence 
is,  that  facts  which  shed  some  light  on  the  matter  in  dispute 
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can  alone  be  given  in  evidence.  You  can  not  prove  independ- 
ent, disconnected  facts,  as  a  basis  for  instituting  comparisons, 
or  commenting  on  analogies. — 1  Best  Ev.  §§  87,  90  ;  1  GreenL 
Ev.  §  52;  Tanner  V.  L.  cfc  N.  R.  E.  Co.,  60  Ala.  621. 

My  brothers,  however,  differ  with  me,  and  hold  that  this  tes- 
timony ought  to  have  been  admitted,  as  shedding  some  light 
on  the  question.  They  rely  on  Foster  v.  Rodgers,  27  Ala.  602 ; 
and  Ward  v.  Reynolds,  32  Ala.  384,  in  support  of  their  views. 
The  iirst  of  those  cases  cites  no  authority  in  support  of  it,  and 
the  last  cites  only  the  first.  The  first  arose  on  the  value,  and 
comparative  value  of  certain  grades  of  cotton.  The  cotton  was 
sold  by  sample,  in  Alabama;  and  testimony  was  received  of  the 
comparative  value  in  New  Orleans,  to  which  place  it  had  been 
shipped.  This  court,  in  declaring  the  evidence  admissible, 
stated,  among  other  things,  that  the  evidence  showed  "  that  the 
relative  value  of  the  two  cottons  was  the  same  in  Montgomery 
and  at  New  Orleans."  The  value  of  cotton,  all  over  the  coun- 
try, is  regulated  by  the  price  at  New  York,  or  Liverpool  ;  and, 
making  allowance  for  transportation  and  its  incidents,  the  price 
of  any  given  grade  at  one  place,  is  substantially  the  price  at  all 
others. 

In  Wa7rl  v.  Reynolds,  the  question  arose  on  the  value  of  a 
slave,  at  that  time  a  species  of  property,  and  probably  of  uni- 
form value  throughout  the  State.  I  doubt  the  soundness  of 
both  decisions;  and  even  if  sound,  I  think  the  principle  should 
not  be  extended  to  such  a  commodity  as  corn,  or  any  other  article 
of  commerce  of  such  varying  and  fluctuating  value. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  taken  on  the  former  trial,  offered  as 
evidence  to  contradict  what  some  of  the  witnesses  testified  to 
on  the  last  trial,  was  rightfully  rejected.  It  was  not  a  docu- 
ment or  writing  made  by  the  witness,  nor  submitted  to  him  for 
correction.  It  was  not  evidence  for  such  a  purpose,  even  if  a 
proper  predicate  had  been  laid. — 2  Brick.  Dig.  548,  §§  117,  118. 

Paragraph  numbered  2  of  the  charge  given  by  the  court  of 
its  own  motion,  is  not  reconcilable  with  the  views  expressed 
above ;  and  charges  numbered  2,  3,  7,  10,  11,  14,  asked  by  de- 
fendant, should  each  have  been  given.  Charges  numbered  1, 
4,  8,  12,  13,  are,  some  of  them,  involved,  and  others  argumen- 
tative, and  should  not  have  been  given.  Charges  5  and  6  were 
rightly  refused. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 
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Thompson  v.  Gordon. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Pui'chuser,  for  Specific  Performance  of 
Contract  for  sale  of  Land. 

1.  Contract  for  sale  of  lands;  sufficiency  of  description. — A  written 
agreement  to  sell  "  forty  acres  of  land,"  without  other  descriptive  words, 
is  void  for  uncertainty. 

2.  Parol  evidence  removing  amhiguity,  and  identifying  land  sold. — As 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  parol  evidence  adduced  in  this  case,  showing  the 
particular  tract  of  land  of  which  the  purchaser  was  placed  in  possession,' 
and  thereby  removing  the  uncertainty  and  ambiguity  of  description  con- 
tained in  the  written  contract,  the  court  expresses  no  opinion,  but  cites 
the  following  cases:  Chambers  v.  Riugstaff,69  A\a.  140;  Ellis  v.  Burden, 
1  Ala.  4o8 ;  Mead  v.  Parker,  115  Mass.  413  ;  Holmes  v.  Evans,  48  Miss.  247. 

3.  Bill  for  specific  performance;  when  prematurely  filed. — A  bill  for 
si>ecific  performance  is  prematurelj'  filed  by  the  purchaser,  when  the 
purchase-money  has  not  been  paid,  and,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  is 
not  due  until  a  future  day ;  as  where  the  contract  stipulates  that  the  ven- 
dor "  is  to  give  him  three  years  to  pay,  without  interest,"  and  is  not 
bound  to  convey  until  the  purchase-money  is  paid,  and  the  bill  is  filed 
before  the  expiration  of  the  three  years. 

Appeal  froin  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

J.  F.  Clements,  for  appellant. 

Houghton  &  Tvson,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  bill  is  for  specific  performance  of 
the  following  written  agreement:  "I,  T.  T.  Gordon, do  agr«e 
to  sell  Rufiis  Thompson  forty  acres  of  land,  at  three  dollars 
per  acre,  and  to  give  him  three  years  to  pay  for  it,  without  in- 
terest." The  vendee  was  placed  in  possession  of  a  certain  forty 
acres  of  land,  wliich  he  describes  in  the  bill,  as  the  tract  intended 
to  be  sold  him.  The  jigreement  was  dated  February  23,  1880; 
and  the  bill  was  tiled  in  June,  1882.  The  offer  is  made  by  com- 
plainant to  pay  the  purchase-money,  "  when  the  same  sliall  be 
due, — the  time  of  payment  not  having  arrived  at  the  commence- 
ment of  suit. 

The  agreement,  on  its  face,  is  manifestly  void  for  uncertainty 
in  the  description  of  the  land.  But  we  need  not  decide  that 
the  parol  evidence,  showing  that  the  vendee  was  placed  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  was  not  sufficient  to  remove  this  ambi- 
guity, by  extrinsic  identification  of  the  subject-matter  of  sale. 
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Chamhei's  v.  Ringstaff,  69  Ala.  140 ;  Ellis  v.  Burden,  1  Ala. 
458;  Mead  V.  Parker,  115  Mass.  413;  s.  c,  15  Amer.  Rep. 
110;  Fry  on  Spec.  Perf.  §  166 ;  Waterman  Spec.  Perf.  §  236  ; 
Holmes  v.  Evans,  48  Miss.  247  ;  s.  c,  12  Amer.  Rep.  372. 

The  chief  point  of  defect  is,  that  the  bill  is  filed  prematurely. 
The  agreement  does  not  contemplate  a  conveyance  of  the  land, 
until  the  purchase-money  was  paid  by  the  vendee.  The  com- 
plainant prays  for  specific  performance,  at  a  time  when  the  ven- 
dor could  not  have  been  compelled  to  receive  the  purchase- 
money,  had  it  been  tendered ;  and  he  only  offers  to  pay  when 
the  same  "  shall  be  due," — which  was  not  until  about  eight 
months  after  the  bill  was  filed. 

.  We  need  discuss  none  of  the  other  grounds,  upon  which  we 
think  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  dismissing  the  bill  can  be 
sustained. 

The  decree  is  affirmed. 


\¥alker  v.  Allen. 

Bill  in  Equity  fcn'  Injunction  against  Obstruction  of  Navi- 
gable River. 

1 .  Injunction  against  obstruction  of  navigable  river. — The  obstruction  of 
the  navigation  of  a  public,  navigable  river,  is  a  public  nuisance,  which  a 
court  of  equity  will  enjoin  and  restrain  at  the  instance  of  a  citizen  who  is 
suffering,  or  will  suffer  irreparable  injury. 

2.  What  streams  are  navigable. — All  tidal  streams  are,  prima  facie, 
public  and  navigable ;  and  all  streams  above  tide-water,  not  treated  as 
navigable  in  the  surveys  made  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States, 
aire,  prima  facie,  private,  not  navigable,  and  not  subject  to  a  public  right 
of  floatage. 

3.  Same;  question  of  law  and  fact. — Whether  a  stream  is  navigable  or 
not,  is  a  mixed  question  of  law  and  fact;  but,  when  the  facts  are  ascer- 
tained, it  becomes  a  question  of  law. 

4.  Same;  judicial  knou'ledge. — The  court  judicially  knows  that  there 
are  no  tidal  streams  in  Jackson  county;  and  Paint-Rock  river  is,  prima 
facie,  not  a  public,  navigable  stream. 

5.  Same;  burden  of  proof ,  and  sufficiency  of  averments. — When  a  party 
»laims  that  a  stream  above  tide-water,  which  was  not  treated  as  naviga- 
l)le  by  the  United  States  surveyors,  is  in  fact  public  and  navigable,  the 
onns  of  proof  rests  on  him  ;  and  he  must  also  state  facts  from  which  the 
court  can  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  stream  is  navigable.  An  aver- 
ment in  the  bill  that  the  stream  "is  a  navigable  river,"  is  merely  the 
statement  of  a  legal  conclusion ;  and,  coupled  with  the  additional  aver- 
ment that  complainant  has  used  it,  for  the  floatage  of  saw-logs,  for  a 
period  of  eighteen  months  before  the  filing  of  his  bill,  without  more,  is 
not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  stream  is  navigable. 

6.  What  constitutes  navigable  stream. — Every  stream   which,  in  its 
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natural  state,  and  with  its  ordinary  volume  of  water,  is  capaVjle  of  being 
used  for  the  purjjoses  of  commerce,  for  the  tranBjwrtation  of  the  products 
of  the  fields,  forests  or  mines  on  its  banks,  in  a  marketable  conciition,  is 
public  for  the  purposes  of  navigation ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
ordinary  state  of  the  waters  should  render  them  navigable  continuously  at 
all  seasons  of  the  year. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Jackson. 

Heard  before  the  lion.  K.  S.  Gkaham. 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  sued  out  from  a  decree  overruling 
a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  and  also  overruling  a  motion  to  dissolve 
the  injunction  and  dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  equity.  The 
opinion  states  all  the  material  facts. 

R.  C.  Hunt,  and  RoBr>"80N  &  Brown,  for  appellant. 

L.  P.  Walker,  contra.     (Xo  briefs  on  file.) 

BRICK  ELL,  C.  J.— The  original  bill,  filed  by  the  appellee, 
seeks  an  injunction  restraining  the  defendant  from  construct- 
ing a  boom  across  a  stream  in  Jackson  county,  known  as  Pahit- 
Rock  river.  It  is  not  averred  that  from  the  construction  of  the 
boom  any  injury  will  result  to  the  property,  or  to  the  rights  of 
property  of  the  complainant ;  that  he  owns  lands  on  or  adjacent 
to  the  stream,  which  will  be  overflowed ;  or  that  there  will  be  a 
diversion  of  the  flow  of  the  water  from  its  natural  current, 
which  will  cause  him  detriment.  The  gravamen  of  the  com- 
plaint is,  that  the  navigation  of  the  stream  will  be  obstructed, 
and  the  complainant  iiindered  in  its  use  for  the  floatage  of  saw- 
logs  from  points  alcove,  to  a  saw-mill  on  the  stream  below  the 
boom.  If  the  stream  is  a  navigable  river — a  public  highway, 
open  and  free  to  the  reasonable  uses  of  all  citizens  for  passage 
or  transportation — the  obstruction  of  its  navigation  is  a  public 
nuisance,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to  prevent  or 
restrain,  at  the  instance  of  a  citizen  who  is  suffering,  or  will 
suffer,  special,  irreparable  injury  from  its  erection  or  continu- 
ance. 

The  first  question  presented  by  the  demurrers  is,  whether  it 
appears  from  the  allegations  of  the  bill  that  the  stream  is  a  navi- 
gable stream,  or  river,  upon  which  the  public  have  a  right  of 
way.  The  tests  by  whicli  it  is  determined  whether  a  stream  is 
navigable,  subject  to  public  use,  have  been  distinctly  stated  in 
several  of  our  decisions. — Bullock  v.  Wil'ion,  2  Port.  436 ; 
Ellis  V.  Caret/,  30'  Ala.  725 ;  lihodes  v.  Otis,  33  Ala.  578 ; 
Peters  v.  N.  0.,  M.  d;  C.  E.  R.  Co.,  56  Ala.  528.  '  It  is  not  the 
ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide,  which,  as  in  England,  constitutes  the 
usual,  or,  it  may  be  said,  any  test  at  all  of  the  navigability  of 
waters,  by  which  we  mean  tlieir  subjection  to  public  use.    The 
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test  is  the  ada}3tability  of  the  waters  to  tlie  purposes  of  naviga- 
tion ;  whether  they  are,  or  in  fact  have  been,  used  by  the  public, 
or  are  capable  of  being  used,  in  their  natural  condition,  as  high- 
wa3'S  for  commerce ;  for  trade  and  travel;  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  products  of  the  country,  of  its  industries,  of  itsiields, 
forests,  or  mines,  in  the  customary  modes  of  such  transporta- 
tion. All  tidal  streams  are,  prima  facie^  public  and  navigable ; 
all  streams  above-tide-water,  if  in  the  survey  of  the  public  lands 
by  the  United  States  they  have  not  been  treated  as  navigable, 
fractional  sections  made  upon  their  margin,  and  the  bed  reserved 
from  grant  or  sale,  nvQ  pi^ima  facie  private — not  navigable,  and 
"  not  subject  to  a  public  right  of  floatage  upon  them."  Upon 
the  party  claiming  for  such  streams  the  character  of  public  and 
navigable,  rests  the  oiius  prohandi,  and  the  duty  of  stating  the 
facts  from  which  the  court  can  draw  the  conclusion  that  the 
stream  or  water  is  of  the  character  claimed  for  it. 

When  the  facts  are  ascertained,  whether  a  stream  or  water  is 
navigable,  is  a  question  of  law.  The  whole  question  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact. — Rhodes  v.  Otis,  sxtpi'a.  In  this  case, 
the  court  said  ;  "  In  determining  the  character  of  a  stream, 
inquiry  should  be  made  as  to  the  following  points :  whether  it 
is  fitted  for  valuable  floatage  ;  whether  the  public,  or  only  a  few 
individuals,  are  interested  in  its  transportation;  whether  any  great 
public  interests  are  involved  in  the  use  of  it  for  transportation ; 
whether  the  periods  of  its  capacity  for  floatage  are  sufficiently 
long  to  make  it  susceptible  of  use  beneficially  to  the  public; 
whether  it  has  been  previously  used  by  the  people  generally, 
and  how  long  it  has  been  so  used  ;  whether  it  was  meandered  by 
the  government  surveyors,  or  included  in  the  surveys  ;  whether, 
if  declared  public,  it  will  probably  in  future  be  of  public  use 
for  carriage." 

The  bill  contains  no  more  than  the  averment  that  the  stream 
is  a  navigahle  river,  and  that  for  a  period  of  eighteen  months 
before  its  filing  the  complainant  had  used  it,  from  points  above 
the  point  at  which  the  defendant  threatens  to  construct  the 
boom,  for  the  floatage  of  saw-logs  to  a  saw-mill  below  it.  There 
is  no  averment  that  it  had  been  at  any  previous  time  used  for 
the  purposes  of  transportation,  or  of  floatage ;  of  the  distance 
for  which  it  is  capable  of  use,  nor  of  the  seasons  or  periods  of 
the  year  when  it  is  capable  of  use.  Nor  is  there  any  averment 
that  there  are  large  and  extensive  forests  contiguous  to  the 
stream,  fitted  for  furnishing  marketable  lumber,  inducing  a  con- 
tinuous busiiiess  of  transporting  logs  or  timber  upon  it.  There 
is  the  simple  averment,  that  the  stream  is  a  navigahle  river. 
We  know  judicially  that  within  the  limits  of  Jackson  county 
there  are  no  tidal  streams,  which  are  j'>/*^'mayac^e  navigable  and 
public — that  all  its  streams  are  fresh  water,  and  prima  facie 
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private. — Lewis  v.  Harris^  31  Ala.  689 ;  City  CouncU  v.  M.  db 
W.  Plank- Boad  Co.,  lb.  76.  The  bill'aN'ers,  coneequently,  a 
legal  conclusion,  omitting  an  averment  of  the  facte  from  which 
it  can  be  drawn  by  the  court.  Such  an  averment  is  insufficient, 
and  rendered  the  bill  obnoxious  to  the  several  causes  of  demur- 
rer numbered  from  one  to  live  inclusive.  "  It  is  a  cardinal 
rule,"  said  the  court  in  Duckworth  v.  Duckworth,  35  Ala.  TO, 
"  founded  in  reason  and  good  sense,  that  a  bill  must  show  the 
complainant's  claim  or  title  to  relief  with  accuracy  and  clear- 
ness, and  with  such  certainty  that  the  defendant  may  Ije  dis- 
tinctly informed  of  the  nature  of  the  case  which  he  is  called  on 
to  meet ;  matters  essential  to  the  complainant's  right  to  relief 
must  appear,  not  by  inference,  but  by  direct  and  unambiguous 
averment." 

In  view  of  the  meagre  statements  of  the  bill,  and  of  the  pos- 
sibility that  by  amendment  a  case  may  be  made  of  equitable 
cognizance,  we  forbear  a  discussion  of  other  questions  raised  by 
the  assignments  of  error.  The  true  rule,  that  which  is  deduci- 
ble  from  our  former  decisions,  to  which  we  have  referred,  and 
by  which  the  right  of  the  complainant  must  be  determined,  is, 
that  every  stream  which,  in  its  natural  state,  and  its  ordinary 
volume  of  water,  is  capable  of  being  used  for  the  purposes  of 
commerce,  of  transportation  of  the  products  of  the  fields, 
forests,  or  mines  ujK)n  its  banks,  in  a  marketable  condition,  is 
for  the  purposes  of  navigation  to  be  deemed  public — upon  its 
waters  tlje  public  have  a  right  of  way,  or  casement,  which  is 
superior  to  the  right  of  the  riparian  proprietor,  though  he  may 
own  the  soil  of  the  bed.  It  is  not  essential  that  contmously,  at 
all  seasons  of  the  year,  the  ordinary  state  of  the  waters  should 
render  them  navigable — it  may  be  subject  to  periodical  fluctua- 
tions, attribirtable  to  natural  causes,  recurring  as  regularly  as 
the  seiisons ;  and  if  its  periods  of  navigability  continue  a  suffi- 
cient length  of  time  to  make  it  of  public  use  as  a  highwav,  then 
it  is  subject  to  public  uses. —  The  Daniel  BaU,  lOjWall.  557; 
The  MonteUo,  20  Wall.  430;  Morgan  v.  King,  18  Barb.  277; 
s.  c,  35  N.  Y.  454. 

The  chancellor  erred  in  overruling  the  causes  of  demurrer 
numbered  from  one  to  five,  inclusive;  and  for  the  error  the  de- 
cree must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
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Strang  v.  Moog. 

Ejectment  hy  Mortgagee  against  Mortgagor. 

1.  Conclusiveness  of  decree  dismissing  bill. — When  a  bill  in  equity  is 
dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  the  complainant  has  a  plain 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  or  because  of  any  mere  defect  in  the  plead- 
ings, or,  generally,  on  anj'  other  ground  not  involving  the  merits,  such  dis- 
missal is  usually  stated  to  be  "  without  prejudice,"  and  is  not  held  to  be 
a  final  and  conclusive  adjudication  of  the  matters  in  litigation  ;  but,  when 
a  bill  is  dismissed  on  the  merits,  the  decree  is  final  and  conclusive,  like 
a  judgment  at  law,  not  only  as  to  all  facts  or  issues  actually  decided,  but 
as  to  all  points  necessarily  involved  in  the  matter  adjudicated. 

2.  Res  adjudicata,  at  law  and  in  equity. — In  the  application  of  the 
principle  of  res  adjtidicata ,  there  is  no  difference  between  courts  of  law 
and  courts  of  equity :  when  an  issue  of  fact,  or  of  law,  has  been  adjudi- 
cated on  the  merits  in  either  tribunal,  it  can  not  be  again  litigated  in  the 
other. 

3.  Dismissal  of  bill  by  plaintiff. — By  the  31st  Rule  of  Chancery  Prac- 
tice (Code,  p.  166),  which  follows  the  English  rule,  if  the  complainant 
cause  his  bill  to  be  dismissed  on  his  own  application,  after  the  cause  is 
set  down  for  hearing,  "  such  dismissal  is,  unless  the  court  otherwise  or- 
ders, equivalent  to  a  dismissal  on  the  merits,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  another  suit  for  the  same  matter." 

4.  Conclusiveness  of  decree  dismissing  bill. — AVhen  a  l)ill  assails  the 
validity  of  a  mortgage  on  the  ground  that  the  consideration  was  an  illegal 
agreement  to  suppress  a  criminal  prosecution,  a  decree  dismissing  it  on 
the  merits,  because  the  proof  failed  to  sustain  the  allegations,  is  conclu- 
sive as  to  that  issue ;  and  it  can  not  be  again  litigated  in  an  action  at  law 
founded  on  the  mortgage. 

o.  When  mortgagee  may  maintain  ejectment;  demand,  or  notice  to  quit. 
After  the  law-day  of  a  mortgage,  default  having  been  made  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  secured  debt,  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  ejectment  for  the 
property,  without  a  previous  demand,  or  notice  to  quit  first  given  to  the 
mortgagor. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Mobile. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wm.  E.  Clarke. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Bernard  Moog,  against  Mrs.  Julia 
A.  Strang,  to  recover  certain  lots  or  parcels  of  land  in  the  city 
of  Mobile,  particularly^  described  in  the  complaint ;  and  was  com- 
menced on  the  13th  May,  1882.  The  complaint  contained  a 
count  on  a  demise  from  said  Bernard  Moog,  who  derived  title 
under  a  mortgage  executed  to  him  by  Mrs.  Strang,  the  defend- 
ant, and  a  count  on  a  demise  from  M.  J.  Goldsmith,  who  claimed 
as  purchaser  at  a  sale  made  under  a  power  in  the  mortgage ;  but, 
as  the  bill  of  exceptions  states,  "the  sale  being  void,  on  account 
of  the  insufficiency  of  the  advertisement,  the  court  stated  that 
the  plaintiif  must  recover,  if  at  all,  on  the  title  of  Moog  as  mort- 
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gagee,  and  to  this  title  alone  the  charge  iu  this  case  was  di- 
rected." 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiff  read  in  evidence  the  mortgage  exe- 
cuted to  said  B.  Moog  by  the  defendant,  which  was  dated  Ist 
July,  1878,  and  conveyed  the  lots  now  sued  for,  with  power  of 
sale,  as  security  for  the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  for 
$3,841,  executed  by  Dudley  Hubbard,  of  even  date  with  the 
mortgage,  and  payable  two  years  after  date,  to  said  B.  Moog  or 
order,  at  the  Bank  of  Mobile.  "  Plaintiff  then  proved  that  said 
mortgage  debt  was  still  due  and  unpaid,  and  that  said  defend- 
ant was  in  possession  of  the  lots  sued  for  at  the  time  said  mort- 
gage was  made;  also,  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  from 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.  Plaintiff  having  rested  his  case 
upon  this  evidence,  the  defendant's  counsel  announced  to  the 
court  that  he  proposed  to  establish  the  following  two  defenses : 
Ist,  that  the  said  mortgage  to  Moog  was  void,  because  the  only 
consideration  upon  which  it  was  based  was  an  agreement  made 
by  said  Moog  to  suppress  a  criminal  prosecution  ;  2d.  that  said 
mortgage  was  void,  on  account  of  a  fraud  in  its  execution,  which 
said  Moog  had  devised  and  accomplished.  At  this  stage  of  the 
proceedings,  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  a  transcript  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  certain  cause  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Alabama,  wherein  Bernard  Mooi^j  was  appellant,  and  said  Julia 
A.  Strang  was  appellee,  as  i^es  aajitdicata  of  the  issues  therein 
decided ;  which  issues,  plaintiff  claimed,  embraced  the  two  de- 
fenses which  defendant  proposed  to  make  in  this  case.  Said 
transcript  is  made  a  part  of  this  bill  of  exceptions,  marked  Ex- 
hibit C.  Defendant  objected  to  the  introduction  of  said  trans- 
cript for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  offered,  or  for  any  pur- 
pose;  which  objection  the  court  overruled,  after  argument,  and 
admitted  said  record  as  res  adjiulieata  of  all  issues  decided  by 
it ;  to  which  ruling  the  defendant  excepted." 

The  transcript  of  the  cause  shown  by  the  exhibit  was  the 
case  of  Moog  v.  Strang,  reported  iu  69  Ala.  98-102.  The  bill 
in  that  case  was  tiled  by  Mrs.  Strang  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing a  cancellation  of  the  said  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that  its 
execution  was  procured  by  unde  influence,  and  duress  j:;^^'  minas; 
and  that  its  only  consideration  was  an  illegal  agreement,  in  which 
Moog  participated,  to  suppress  a  criminal  prosecution  against 
said  Dudley  Hubbard,  who  was  the  son-in-law  of  Mrs.  Strang. 
Hubbard  had  been  the  cashier  of  the  National  Commercial  Baiik 
of  Mobile,  and  Moog  was  one  of  the  sureties  on  his  bond.  In 
May.  or  June,  18Y8,  it  was  ascertained  that  Hubbard  was  a  de- 
faulter to  the  bank,  to  the  amount  of  nearly  $10,000;  and  in 
the  settlement  of  the  controversy  ^[rowing  out  of  this  matter, 
Moog  advanced  to  Hubbard,  or  to  the  bank  for  him,  the  amount 
for  which  Hubbard  executed  his  said  note,  and  Mrs.  Strang  exe- 
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ciited  the  mortgage  to  secure  its  payment.  The  prayer  of  the 
bill  was  ill  these  words :  '*  In  consideration  of  the  premises, 
your  oratrix  prays  that  your  honor  will  declare  the  said  mort- 
gage to  be  null  and  void,  for  the  reason  that  your  oratrix  was 
forced  to  execute  the  same  under  duress  and  undue  influence, 
wliich  she  had  no  power  to  withstand  ;  or,  if  your  honor  should 
not  consider  this  a  sufficient  reason  for  annulling  said  mortgage, 
that  your  honor  will  declare  the  same  to  be  void,  because  the 
only  consideration  upon  which  it  was  based  was  illegal,  both  by 
the  statute  and  the  common  law ;  and  your  oratrix  prays  that 
your  honor  will  remove  said  mortgage,  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title 
of  your  oratrix ; "  and  for  other  and  further  relief,  under  the 
general  prayer.  There  was  a  demurrer  to  the  bill,  which  was 
overruled ;  and  on  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the 
chancellor  held  the  complainant  entitled  to  relief  as  prayed,  and 
rendered  a  decree  declaring  the  mortgage  null  and  void ;  but 
this  court,  on  appeal,  reversed  his  decree,  and  dismissed  the 
bill,  as  shown  by  the  report  of  the  case.  The  opinion  of  this 
court  was  not  included  in  the  transcript. 

"After  said  record  had  been  so  admitted  in  evidence,  the  de- 
fendant's counsel  announced,  that  he  proposed  to  prove  that  said 
mortgage  was  void,  because  of  fraud  in  its  execution ;  and  in 
support  of  this  issue,  defendant  began  by  offering  evidence  of 
the  mental  status  of  said  defendant  at  the  time  said  mortgage 
was  executed.  The  court  admitted  this  evidence,  saying  that 
the  question  whether,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  mort- 
gage, the  defendant  was  no7i  compos  mentis  or  not,  was  not  ad- 
judicated in  the  said  record  offered  by  plaintiff.  After  all  the 
evidence  upon  this  question  had  been  introduced,  the  defend- 
ant proposed  to  prove  by  A.  A.  Winston,  the  president  of  the 
National  Commercial  Bank,  who  was  on  the  stand  as  a  witness 
for  her,  that  Dudley  Hubbard  had  resigned  as  cashier  of  said 
bank.  To  this  question  plaintiff  objected,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  irrelevant.  The  court  then  asked  the  defendant  to  show 
its  relevancy  ;  and  the  defendant  said,  that  she  expected  to  prove 
fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  deed,  in  this  way :  first,  that  her 
mind  was  greatly  weakened  by  age,  if  not  entirely  gone,  and 
that  said  Moog,  while  she  was  in  that  condition,  devised  and 
concocted  with  said  bank  a  deliberate  scheme  or  design  to  de- 
fraud her,  by  forcing  her,  by  threats  of  prosecuting  said  Hub- 
b{\rd,  into  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  in  question ;  and  that 
the  question  addressed  to  Winston  was  intended  to  bring"  out 
the  starting  point  of  such  conspiracy.  The  court  then  sustained 
plaintiff's  objection  to  the  question,  and  the  defendant  excepted." 

"  After  the  main  charge  in  the  case  had  been  given,  the  de- 
fendant requested  the  following  charge,  which  was  in  writing : 
'  The  plaintiff  in  this  case  claims  as  mortgagee,  and  must  recover 
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as  such,  if  at  all.  He  has  failed  to  prove  that  he  g^ave  any 
notice  to  quit  to  Mrs.  Strang,  the  defendant,  before  the  bring- 
ing of  this  suit.  I  therefore  charge  you,  that,  unless  this  notice 
was  given  before  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  Moog  can  not  re- 
cover in  this  case.'  The  court  refused  to  give  this  charge,  and 
the  defendant  excepted  to  its  refusal." 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  evidence,  to  which  exceptions 
were  reserved,  and  the  refusal  of  the  charge  asked,  are  now  as- 
signed as  error. 

Hannis  Taylor,  for  appellant. — (1.)  The  doctrine  of  r^  ad- 
judicata  only  applies  wiiere  the  controversy  is  between  the  same 
parties,  or  their  privies,  and  the  issues  involved  are  identically 
the  same. — Boyd  v.  The  State,,  53  Ala.  614 ;  Wells'  Res  Ad- 
judicata,  308-09.  The  object  and  purpose  of  the  chancery 
suit  was  simply  the  removal  of  the  mortgage  as  a  cloud  on  the 
complainant's  title,  and  the  title  itself  was  not  adjudicated ;  nor 
could  it  have  l)een  adjudicated,  since  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  that  question. — Bennett  v.  Holmes,,  1  Dev.  and  Bat. 
486 ;  FulUm  v.  Eardon,  20  Cal.  451 ;  Phelpn  v.  Harris,  51 
Miss.  789;  Phelps  v.  Harris^  11  Otto,  370,  and  eases  there 
cited.  When  a  party  seeks  to  enforce  a  strictly  legal  right  or 
title  in  a  court  of  equity,  when  his  remedy  is  at  law,  the  dis- 
missal of  his  bill  is  ii>erely  a  declaration  that  he  has  no  equity, 
but  decides  nothing  and  concludes  nothing  as  to  his  legal  title. 
Wright  V.  DeJdyne.  1  Peters,  C.  C.  198;  Pleasants  v.  Clem- 
ents, 2  Leigh,  474 ;  Burchtt  v.  Fa^dkner,  1  Dana,  99 ;  4  Phil. 
Ev.  (C.  and  H.  Notes).  9,  note  12.  (2.)  The  evidence  offered 
to  prove  fraud  in  the  execution  of  the  deed,  was  excluded  by 
the  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  issue  had  already  been  adjudi- 
cated in  the  chancery  suit ;  and  therein,  it  is  insisted,  the  court 
erred.  Fraud  in  the  execution  of  a  deed — as  where  it  is  pro- 
cured by  duress,  or  by  false  and  fraudulent  practices — renders 
it  void  at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity. — Swift  v.  Fitzhugh,  9  Por- 
ter, 63 ;  Mordecai  v.  Tatikersty,  1  Ala.  102 ;  Jlorr^is  v.  Harvey, 
4  Ala.  305;  Thompson  v.  Drake,  32  Ala.  103;  Kennedy  v. 
Kennedy,  2  Ala.  592 ;  Jackson  v.  HiU,  8  Cowen,  290 ;  Jack- 
son V.  King,  4  Cowen,  207 ;  Bright  v.  Eynon,  1  Burr.  396. 
The  proposed  evidence  made  out  a  clear  case  of  fraud  in  the 
execution  of  the  instrument,  within  the  cognizance  of  a  court 
of  law ;  while  the  issue  in  the  chancery  suit  was  undue  influ-: 
ence,  an  issue  which  could  not  be  decided  in  a  court  of  law. 
In  fact,  the  validity  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  has  never 
l>een  considered  in  any  court ;  and  it  is  the  defendant's  un- 
doubted right  to  have  it  passed  on  by  a  jury.  (3.)  As  to  the 
necessity  oi  notice  to  quit,  before  the  mortgagee  can  maintain 
ejectment,  the  following  authorities  are  relied   on  :  Wade  on 
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Notice,  §§  589,  599  ;  Jackson  v.  Hopkins^  18  John.  487;  Carr 
V.  Green,  4  John.  186 ;  Jackson  v.  Laxighead,  2  John.  74. 

Greg.  L.  Smith,  with  whom  was  J.  L.  Smith,  contra. — (1.) 
One  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  mortgage  was  attacked  in  the 
chancery  suit  was  the  illegality  of  its  consideration — that  it  was 
founded  on  an  agreement  to  suppress  a  criminal  prosecution  \ 
and  that  is  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage  is  here  assailed.  As  to  this  issue,  the  decree  in  the 
chancery  suit  is  conclusive. — Trustees  v.  Keller,  1  Ala,  406 ; 
Mermne  v.  Parker,  18  Ala.  241 ;  Hopkins  v.  Shelton,  37  Ala. 
306 ;  Gilhreath  v.  Jones,  66  Ala.  129 ;  Strauss  v.  Meertief, 
64  Ala.  299  ;  IJntchinson  v.  Bearing,  20  Ala.  798 ;  McDmiald 
V.  Lifo,  Insurance  Co.,  65  Ala.  358 ;  CargiU  v.  Ragan,  65  Ala. 
287  ;  Bohe  v.  Stickney,  36  Ala.  483,  The  principle  of  res  ad- 
judicata  applies  to  every  issue  of  fact  necessarily  involved,  or 
actually  litigated  and  determined. —  Chamberlain  v.  Gaillard, 
26  Ala.  504 ;  Strauss  v.  Meertief,  64  Ala.  299 ;  Gilhreath  v. 
Jones,  6Q  Ala.  129.  The  former  case  between  these  parties,  as 
shown  by  the  transcript  offered  in  evidence,  and  also  by  the 
printed  report  of  the  case,  was  not  decided  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  equity  in  the  bill,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  proof 
did  not  sustain  the  allegations — that,  on  each  of  the  issues  of 
fact  presented  by  the  pleadings,  the  complainant  had  failed  to 
make  out  her  case ;  and  therein  lies  the  difference  between  this 
case  and  those  cited  for  appellant.  (2.)  The  testimony  pro- 
posed to  be  ehcited  from  the  witness  Winston,  as  stated  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions,  has  no  relevancy  to  the  question  of  fraud  in 
the  execution  of  the  mortgage ;  and  its  relevancy  not  being 
shown,  the  court  did  not  err  in  rejecting  it. — Stewart  v.  The 
State,  63  Ala.  109 ;  Bynumv.  So.  Pump  Co.,  63  Ala,  465.  If 
its  relevancy  to  the  question  of  fraud  had  been  shown,  the  evi- 
dence would  have  been  inadmissible,  because  the  decree  in  the 
former  suit  was  conclusive  as  to  that  issue. — Authorities  above 
cited.  (3.)  Notice  to  quit  is  not  necessary,  to  enable  the  mort- 
gagee to  maintain  ejectment. — 1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §  719 ; 
Keech  V.  Hall,  Doug.  21 ;  Lyman  v.  Moicer,  6  Vermont,  345 ; 
Wilson  V.  Hooper,  13  Vermont,  653 ;  26  Ulinios,  9. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  rule  is  everywhere  settled,  that 
where  a  decree  is  rendered  by  a  court  of  equity,  dismissing  a 
bill  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  the  complainant  has  a 
plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  or  because  of  any  mere  de- 
fect in  the  pleadings,  or,  we  may  say  generally,  on  any  other 
ground  not  involving  the  merits  of  the  cause,  such  dismissal  is 
usually  stated  to  be  "  without  prejudice,"  and  is  not  held  to  be 
a  final  and  conclusive  adjudication  of  the  matters  in  litigation, 
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so  as  to  come  within  the  doctrine  of  res  adjudicata, — Freeman 
on  Judg.  5$  270  ;  McCall  v.  Jones^2X  present  term,  arde^  p.  368. 

And  the  rule  is  equally  as  well  established,  tliat,  where  a  de- 
cree has  l>een  rendered,  dismissing  a  l>ill  on  the  merits  of  a  case, 
it  is  ''  final  and  conclusive,  not  only  as  to  all  facts  or  issues  act- 
ually decided,  but  uj)on  all  points  which  were  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  matter  adjudicated." — McDonald  v.  Mobile  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  65  Ala.  358 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  528 ;  Wells'  Res  Adju- 
dicata, ^  217. 

There  can  be,  and  is  no  difference,  in  the  proper  application 
of  this  principle,  between  a  judgment  at  law  and  a  decree  in 
chancery.  Tlie  theory  upon  which  the  doctrine  of  res  adjudi- 
cata rests  is,  that  public  policy,  as  well  as  natural  justice,  favors 
the  putting  of  an  end  to  litigation.  It  is  a  wrong  to  the  State, 
aa  well  as  to  the  litigant,  that  one  should  be  twice  harassed  for 
the  same  cause  of  action.  Hence  the  rule  obtains,  that  where 
an  issue  has  been  settled  by  an  adjudication  on  the  mernts,  in  a 
court  of  equity,  the  same  issue,  whether  of  law  or  fact,  can  not 
be  a^ain  re-litigated  in  a  court  of  law ;  and  e  converso,  where  it 
has  been  tried  at  law,  it  can  not  be  tried  again  in  a  court  of 
equity ;  provided  the  court,  in  each  case,  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  and  of  the  parties  litigant. — Freeman  on  Judg. 
§  248 ;   Wilkins  v.  Judge.,  14  Ala.  135. 

It  was  accordingly  decided,  in  Smith  v.  Kemochenj  7  How. 
(U.  S.)  198  (s.  c,  17  Curtis,  90),  that,  if  the  validity  of  a  mort- 
gage be  tried  and  adjudicated  in  a  suit  in  chancery,  the  decree 
binds  parties  and  privies  in  an  action  of  ejectment  founded  on 
the  same  mortgage.  And  in  Wilkins  v.  Judge,  14  Ala.  135, 
supra,  this  court  lield  that,  where  the  question  of  fraud  vel  non, 
in  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  slaves,  was  decided  adversely  to  the 
vendor  in  a  court  of  law,  having  competent  jurisdiction,  the 
same  issue  could  not  be  re-litigated  by  him  in  a  court  of  equity. 

Under  the  modern  rules  of  chancery  practice,  it  is  not  left  in 
doubt  as  to  what  constitutes  a  dismissal  on  the  merits.  Our 
31  St  Rule  of  Chancery  Practice  (Code,  1876,  p.  166),  which 
adopts  the  prevailing  English  rule,  reads  as  follows:  "  If  the 
complainant,  after  the  cause  is  set  down  to  be  heard,  cause  the 
bill  to  i>e  dismissed,  on  his  own  application,  or  if  the  cause  is  called 
on  to  be  heard  in  court,  and  complainant  makes  default,  and  by 
reason  thereof  the  bill  is  dismissed  ;  then,  and  in  such  case,  such 
dismissal,  unless  the  court  otherwise  orders,  is  equivalent  to  a 
dismimal  on  the  merits,  and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  another 
suit  for  the  same  matter."  This  rule,  it  will  be  noticed,  is  em- 
bodied in  substantially  the  same  language  as  that  used  in  Daniell's 
Chancery  Pleading  and  Practice. — 1  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  *t  Prac. 
(5th  ed.)  p.  659. 

The  present  action  is  one  of  ejectment  by  a  mortgagee  against 
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the  mortgagor.  The  only  evidence  of  title  relied  on  by  the 
plaintiff  in  ejectment  is  the  mortgage  itself,  which  shows  that 
the  mortgagor  has  made  default. 

The  defendant  seeks  to  defend  by  assailing  the  validity  of  the 
mortgage  on  two  grounds :  (1.)  That  the  consideration  of  the 
mortgage  was  an  agreement  to  suppress  a  criminal  prosecution 
against  one  Hubbard,  for  whose  debt  the  mortgage  was  given 
as  security.  (2.)  That  its  execution  was  obtained  by  duress 
jper  minas^  practiced  by  the  mortgagee  and  others  upon  the  mort- 
gage debtor,  and  through  him  on  the  mortgagor. 

The  mortgage  had  been  previously  assailed,  by  a  bill  in  equity, 
filed  by  the  mortgagor,  identically  upon  the  first  of  the  above 
grounds.  There  was  no  question  about  the  equity  of  this  bill, 
or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  cause  w^as  tried  on  its 
merits,  and  was  dismissed,  only  because  of  the  fact  that  the  proof 
failed  to  sustain  the  allegations  of  the  bill.  The  bill  was  not 
dismissed  for  want  of  equity,  as  erroneously  assumed  by  appel- 
lant's counsel ;  and  in  this  particular  the  cases  cited  by  him 
present  a  total  lack  of  analogy  to  the  one  here  under  considera- 
tion. 

Under  the  principles  which  we  have  above  discussed,  it  is 
clear  that  the  decree  of  dismissal  was  admissible  in  the  eject- 
ment suit,  as  evidence  of  the  fact  that  the  first  issue,  as  to  the 
illegal  consideration  of  the  mortgage,  had  been  already  deter- 
mined. There  was  no  error  in  the  court's  ruling,  that  it  was 
final  and  conclusive  as  to  this  particular  issue,  being  ?r^  adjudi- 
cata. 

There  was  no  error  in  excluding  the  evidence  as  to  Hubbard's 
alleged  resignation,  as  cashier  of  the  bank.  It  is  not  shown 
that  there  was  any  manifest  connection  between  the  principal 
issue  in  controversy  and  this  collateral  fact  introduced  to  sus- 
tain it.  The  defendant  proposed  to  prove,  that  she  had  been 
induced  to  execute  the  mortgage  by  reason  of  duress  exerted 
through  threats  ot  prosecuting  Hubbard  criminally  on  the  part 
of  Moog,  the  mortgagee,  and  the  bank  ofiicers.  It  is  not  shown, 
or  intimated,  that  there  was  any  connection  whatever  between 
these  threats  and  Hubbard's  resignation,  or  that  he  was  induced 
to  resign  because  of  the  threatened  prosecution.  The  proposed 
evidence  was  clearly  irrelevant.— ^/w^jer  v.  Watson.,  65  Ala. 
88,  90;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  52;  1  Best  Ev.  §§  90,  251-2. 

The  action  being  one  of  ejectment  by  a  mortgagee  against  a 
mortgagor,  after  the  law-day  of  the  mortgage,  it  could  be  main- 
tained without  previous  demand  by  the  plaintiif,  or  notice  to 
quit  being  first  given  to  the  defendant.  This  is  the  English 
rule,  and  seems  to  be  the  prevailing  doctrine  in  this  country, 
outside  of  the  State  of  New  York. — 1  Jones'  Mortg.  g  719 ; 
Allen  V.  Eanson,  44  Mo.  263  ;  Carroll  v.  Ballanxie,  26  111.  9  ; 
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Doe  V.  Giles,  5  Bing.  88 ;  Doe  v.  Olleu,  12  Ad.  <fe  Ell.  481 ; 
Pierce  v.  Brmm,  24  Vt.  165 ;  3  Waifs  Act.  <k  Def.  p.  51 ; 
Tyler  on  Eject.  50-51. 

We  discover  no  error  in  tlie  record,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
Circuit  Court  is  affirmed. 


Ii'Avin  V,  Bailey. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Specific  Performance  of  Contract. 

1.  Specific  performance  of  contract;  when  decreed. — A  court  of  equity 
will  not  decree  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract,  unless  it  is  fair,  just, 
reasonable,  and  e<iual  in  all  its  parts ;  it  must  also  be  founded  on  an 
ade<iuate  consideration,  and  Ix;  mutual  in  its  operation  and  effect;  and 
its  specific  execution  must  effectuate  the  real  intention  of  the  parties,  and 
must  be  free  from  any  hardship  or  oppression. 

2.  Sanif. — There  is  no  other  class  of  cases,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  court  of  equity,  to  which  the  maxim  is  more  rigidly  applied,  that  he 
who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity ;  and  hence,  where  a  specific  perform- 
ance could  not  l)e  decreed  against  the  party  asking  it.  it  will  not  he  de- 
creed in  his  favor,  but  the  parties  will  be  left  to  their  legal  remedies. 

3.  FrenHinption  ax  to  common  law. — In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, our  courts  will  presume  that  the  common  law  prevails  in  Pennsyl- 
vania, Illinois,  or  any  other  State  hvainga  common  origin  with  our  own. 

4.  Kemtnridtiou  of  marital  rights  by  husband. — At  common  law,  the 
husband  might  renounce  his  marital  rights  in  and  to  his  wife's  proj>ertv  ; 
and  the  effect  of  such  renunciation  was,  that  the  property  became  the 
ecjuitable  estate  of  the  wife,  as  if  he  had  first  reduced  it  to  possession, 
an«l  then  made  a  gift  or"  it  to  her. 

5.  Wife's  eijHitable  estate;  how  affected  by  change  of  domicile. — When 
the  wife  is  jwssessed  i>f  an  equitable  separate  estate  in  proj>erty  which 
accrued  to  her  elsewhere,  the  character  of  her  estate  is  not  changed  by 
the  removal  of  herself  and  husband  to  this  State,  bringing  the  property 
with  them,  and  the  acciuisitionof  a  domicile  here;  and  on  her  subsequent 
death  intestate,  the  title  and  ownership  of  the  property  devolve  ujwn  her 
personal  representative  or  heirs  at  law,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  husband. 

6.  Specific  performance  refused,  for  want  of  mutuality;  special  relief 
granted  by  subrogation  to  discharged  mortgage. — Where  a  married  woman 
advanced  to  her  father,  either  as  a  loan,  or  in  trust  to  be  invested  for  her 
l>enefit  in  a  tract  of  lanil,  moneys  belonging  to  her  as  an  equitable  sepa- 
rate estate,  wliich  he  u.sed  in  part  payment  of  the  purchase-money  for  the 
land,  but  t<K)k  the  title  in  his  own  name;  and  dissatisfaction  being  ex- 
pressed by  the  daughter  and  her  husband,  because  the  title  was  so  taken, 
and  because  there  was  no  written  evidence  of  her  interest  in  the  land,  or 
that  her  money  was  used  in  paying  for  it;  thereupcjn,  after  the  death  of 
the  wife  and  daughter,  the  father  agreed  in  writing  with  the  survi\ing 
husband,  "  in  consideration,"  as  therein  recited,  "of  having  given  my 
late  daughter  certain  money,  part  of  which  she  returned  to  me  at  or  shortly 
after  I  purcha.se<l  "  the  lands,  to  convey  a  specified  part  of  the  lands  to 
the  husband,  with  half  of  his  stock,  farming  implements,  <!fec.,  on  condi- 
tion as  follows  :  "  he  to  pay  off"  the  mortgage  for  $3,000  that  now  stands 
against  the  property,  and,  if  judgment  is  obtainetl  against  me  in  a  suit 
now  pending  in  favbrof  R.  &  Co.,  to  pay  one-half  the  amount  thereof ;  he 
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to  lift  the  mortgage  within  the  present  year,  and  I  to  make  him  a  deed  to 
the  property  when  is  prepared  to  lift  the  mortgage ;  "  held,  on  bill  filed  by 
the  husband  after  paying  the  mortgage,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract,  since  he  could  not  discharge  the 
defendant  from  liability  for  the  moneys  so  invested  in  the  lands,  and 
therefore  the  contract  could  not  be  enforced  against  him  ;  held,  also,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee,  to  the 
extent  of  the  moneys  paid  by  him  in  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake,  as  special  referee  un- 
der tlie  statue  approved  February  23d,  1881. — Session  Acts 
1880-81,  p.  66. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  10th  January,  1878, 
by  Samuel  A.  Bailey,  against  William  C.  Irwin ;  and  sought 
the  specific  performance  of  a  written  contract  or  agreement 
signed  by  the  defendant,  which  was  in  these  words  :  '*  Know 
all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  William  C.  Irwin,  of  Madison 
county.  State  of  Alabama,  in  consideration  of  having  gave  to  my 
late  daughter,  Mary  Bailey,  certain  tnotiies,  part  of  which  she 
returned  to  me  at  or  shortly  after  the  time  I  purchased  the 
farm  on  which  I  now  reside,  have  agreed  to  deed  to  Samuel  A. 
Bailey  the  following  tracts  of  land,  they  being  a  part  of  said 
farm,"  particularly  describing  the  lands,  which  were  said  to 
contain  480  acres,  "  on  the  following  conditions :  he,  the  said 
Bailey,  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  for  $3,000  that  now  stands  a 
lien  against  my  property,  and  if  judgment  is  obtained  against 
me  in  a  suit  now  pending,  wherein  Rowland  &  Co.  are  plain- 
tiffs, he  to  pay  one-half  the  amonnt ;  he  to  lift  the  mortgage 
within  the  present  year,  and  I  to  make  him  a  deed  for  the  prop- 
erties when  he  is  prepared  to  lift  the  mortgage,  and  to  give 
him  possession  of  the  properties  at  the  end  of  the  year,  or  as 
soon  as  the  crops  are  gathered  and  taken  off  that  I  may  have 
planted  on  them  the  present  year.  I  also  agree  to  give  him 
one-half  of  my  live-stock  and  farm  implements,  reserving  the 
mower,  rake,  huller,  two-horse  wagon,  and  cart.  Witness  my 
hand  and  seal,  this  12th  January,  1877."  On  final  hearing,  on 
pleadings  and  proof,  the  special  chancellor,  or  referee,  to  whose 
decision  the  cause  was  submitted  by  agreement  of  record,  held 
that  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  a  specific  performance  as 
prayed,  and  rendered  a  decree  to  that  effect ;  and  his  decree  is 
now  assigned  as  error. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  for  the  appellant.     (No  brief  on  file.) 

Humes,  Gordon  &  Sheffey,  cmitra. — The  grounds  of  de- 
fense set  up  in  the  answer  are,  that  the  agreement  ''  was  pro- 
cured from  respondent,  by  complainant,  under  misrepresenta- 

VOL.  LXXII. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  469 

[Irwin  V.  Bailey. J 

tions  and  fraud,  and  was  inequitable  and  unjust,  both  to  res- 
pondent and  to  complainant's  daughter,  who  is  respondent's 
grand-daughter ;  "  and  that  said  agreement  "  is  exorbitant  in  its 
terms,  extortionate  in  its  demands,  iniquitous,  and  contrary  to 
good  conscience."  In  other  words,  the  defenses  are — 1st,  in- 
ade<|uacy  of  consideration  ;  2d,  fraud,  misrepresentation,  and 
imposition.  If  neither  of  these  defenses  is  established,  the  right 
to  a  specific  performance  is  not  matter  of  discretion,  but  of  legal 
right. —Bo(/an  v.  Dmtg/tdr/'ll,  51  Ala.  314.  In  detennining 
the  adequacy  of  the  consideration,  the  court  must  look  to  the 
agreement ;  and  in  ascertaining  the  intention  of  the  parties, 
must  consider  the  nature  of  the  agreement,  the  condition  of  the 
parties  executing  it,  and  the  objects  they  had  in  view. —  /Strong 
V.  Gregonj,  10  Ala.  140.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  considera- 
tion should  be  expressed  formally  and  precisely,  if  it  is  so  ex- 
pressed that  a  person  of  common  sense  would  understand  it. 
Browne  on  St.  frauds,  ^  399.  Where  a  sufficient  legal  con- 
sideration is  expressed,  its  inade(|uacy  is  not  a  ground  for  re- 
fusing a  s|)ecific  performance  of  the  contract. — Goodlettv.  Ilan- 
seli,  66  Ala.  151.  There  being  no  proof  of  fraud,  mistake,  or 
imposition,  the  court  will  not  inquire  into  the  adequacy  of  the 
consideration,  but  will  adopt  the  estimate  of  the  parties,  who 
were  fully  competent  to  transact  their  own  business,  and  acted 
with  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  It  may  be  uncertain 
whethei*  Bailey  had  such  an  interest  in  the  property,  as  could 
be  enforced  by  him  ;  yet  he  claimed  and  asserted  such  right,  and 
was  threatening  suit  to  enforce  it ;  and  the  compromise  and  set- 
tlement of  this  claim,  by  which  the  trouble,  vexation,  delay, 
annoyance,  and  costs  of  a  law-suit  were  avoided,  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  to  uphold  the  agreement.  But,  on  the  facts 
proved,  Bailey's  marital  rights  had  attached  to  the  bonds  and 
money  of  his  wife,  the  connnon  law  being  presumed  to  prevail 
in  Pennsylvania  and  Illinois;  and  his  rights  were  not  atfected 
by  the  change  of  domicile. — Castlevmn  v.  Jeffries.,  60  Ala.  380; 
Dral-e  v.  Glover,  30  Ala.  382 ;  Dom  v.  Campbell,  19  Ala.  50; 
1  Bishop's  M.  W.  §1  602,  605;  2  Ih.  §§  565-6;  Story's  Conflict 
of  Laws,  ^  558.  The  common  law  favored  the  husband's  mari- 
tal rights,  and  required  that  an  intention  to  exclude  them  should 
be  clearly  manifested. — Lamb  v.  Wragy,  3  Porter,  82  ;  John- 
S071  V.  Johnson,  32  Ala.  639 ;  Pollard  v.  Merrill,  15  Ala.  173 ; 
Moore  V.  Jones,  13  Ala.  3(»3.  Nor  were  his  rights  affected  by 
permitting  his  wife  to  retain  possession. —  Hopper  v.  Mc  Whm'- 
ter,  19  Ala.  229  ;  Bell  v.  Bell,  37  Ala.  541.  Even  if  the  court 
should  hold  that  Mrs.  Bailey  had  an  equitable  estate  in  the  land 
and  stock  investment  in  Alabama,  yet,  on  her  death  intestate, 
her  surviving  husband  became  entitled  to  a  valuable  portion  of 
it. — MarsIuuZ  v.  Gayle,  58  Ala.  284 ;  Smoot  v.  Leeatt^  1  Stew- 
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art,  602 ;  Bernstein  v.  Ilu^nes,  60  Ala.  582.  Tlie  riglits  and 
interests  of  Helen  Bailey,  the  daughter  of  the  complainant,  and 
grand-daughter  of  the  defendant,  are  not  involved  in  this  suit, 
and  can  not  be  affected  by  its  result ;  since  she  is  not  a  party, 
and  the  complainant,  if  entitled  to  a  decree,  can  acquire  no 
other  or  greater  interest  than  the  defendant  has. — Bogan  v. 
DaughdrUl,  51  Ala.  314  ;  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  382  ;  2  White 
&  Tudor's  L.  C.  Eq.,  p.  1144 ;  Fry  on  Spec.  Perf.  §§  299,  300. 
Finally,  the  appellee  invokes  the  principle  often  declared  by 
this  court,  in  revising  decrees  in  chancery,  that  the  chancellor's 
decree  must  stand  unless  it  clearly  appears  to  be  erroneous. 
Lehman  Bros.  v.  McQueen,  05  Ala.  570 ;  leather  v.  Youtig, 
56  Ala.  94. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — This  is  a  bill  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract,  by  which  the  appellant  bound  himself  (to 
follow  the  words  of  the  contract),  "  in  consideration  of  having 
gave  to  my  late  daughter,  Mary  Bailey,  certain  moneys,  part  of 
which  she  returned  to  rae,  at  or  shortly  after  the  time  I  pur- 
chased the  farm  on  which  I  now  reside,"  to  convey  to  the  ap- 
pellee, the  husband  of  said  Mary,  certain  lands,  and  agreed  to 
give  him  "one-half  my  live  stock  and  farm  implements,  reserv- 
ing the  mower,  rake,  huller,  two-horse  wagon  and  cart,"  upon 
the  following  conditions  as  expressed  in  the  writing  :  "  he,  the 
said  Bailey,  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  for  three  thousand  dollars 
that  now  stands  against  my  property,  and  if  judgment  is  ob- 
tained against  me  in  a  suit  now  pending,,  wherein  Rowland  & 
Co.  are  plaintiffs,  he  to  pay  one-half  the  amount ;  he  to  lift  the 
mortgage  within  tlie  present  year,  and  I  to  make  him  a  deed 
for  the  properties  when  he  is  prepared  to  lift  the  mortgage,"  <fec. 
The  material  facts  are,  that  in  October,  1863,  the  appellant, 
then  residing  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  conveyed  to  his  daughter 
and  only  child,  Mary,  a  tract  of  land  there  situate.  The  deed 
is  an  ordinary  conveyance  of  bargain  and  sale,  upon  a  recited 
consideration  of  seven  thousand  dollars.  In  April,  1864,  the 
said  Mary  intermarried  with  the  appellee,  and  thereafter  she, 
with  the  appellant  and  appellee,  resided  in  Illinos  until  the  lat- 
ter part  of  1865,  when  a  sale  of  said  lands  was  made  for  ten 
thousand  dellars,  and  the  parties  removed  to  Philadelphia.  The 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  lands  were  invested  in  United 
States  bonds,  wliich  were  placed  in  the  exclusive  possession  of 
Mrs.  Bailey,  and  wliich  she  and  the  appellee  recognized  and 
treated  as  her  sole  property,  he  not  asserting  any  claim  thereto. 
In  February,  1866,  the  appellant  purcliased  a  tract  of  land 
situate  in  the  county  of  Madison,  in  this  State,  of  which  the 
lands  now  in  controversy  form  a  part,  for  the  sum  of  tliirteen 
thousand  dollars;  of  which,  three  thousand  dollars  was  paid  in 
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cash ;  four  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  was  paid 
March  1st,  I860,  and  the  remainder,  with  interest,  was  payable 
two  years  thereafter.  In  making  the  two  first  payments,  and 
in  paying  for  the  purchases  of  stock  and  farming  utensils  to  be 
used  in  cultivating  the  lands,  the  appellant  obtained  from  Mrs. 
Bailey  the  sum  oi  sixty -seven  hundred  dollars,  which  she  de- 
rived from  a  sale  of  the  United  States  bonds.  Soon  thereafter 
Mrs.  Bailey  removed  from  Philadelphia ;  and  from  thence  she 
and  the  appellee  resided  with  the  appellant  on  said  lands,  until 
her  death  in  1873.  She  died  intestate,  leaving  surviving  her 
an  only  child.  In  1869,  the  appellant  made  final  payment  of 
tiie  purchase-money  of  the  lands,  and  received  a  conveyance, 
borrowing  about  three  thousand  dollars  to  make  the  payment, 
and  executing  a  mortgage  on  the  lands  to  secure  the  payment. 
There  was  with  Mrs.  Bailey  and  the  appellee  much  dissatisfac- 
tion, because  the  conveyance  of  the  lands  was  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  appellant,  and  because  there  was  no  writing  dis- 
closing that  she  had  an  interest  in  the  lands  and  other  property, 
or  that  money  of  hei"s  had  been  used  in  paying  the  purchase- 
money.  The  principal  object  of  the  contract  now  sought  to 
be  enforced,  was  the  quieting  and  silencing  all  further  contro- 
versy in  reference  to  this  matter.  After  having  been  notified 
by  the  appellant  that  he  would  refuse  to  carry  the  contract 
into  execution,  the  appellee  paid  the  mortgage  debt  referred 
to  in  the  contract,  and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  was  entered 
upon  the  record.  The  mortgage  was  then  surrendered  to  the 
appellant,  and  received  by  him,  because  the  mortgagee  was 
unwilling  to  deliver  it  to  any  one  else.  The  suit  in  lavor  of 
Rowland  &  Co.  was  pending  and  undetermined  when  the  bill 
was  filed,  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  The  evidence  as  to 
the  value  of  the  property  agreed  to  be  conveved,  is  conflicting, 
the  witnesses  differing  in  their  estimates,  "the  weight  of  the 
evidence  shows,  we  think,  that  it  was  not  of  less  value  than  six 
thousand  dollai-s.  The  chancellor  decreed  a  specific  perfornt- 
ance  of  the  contract,  and  from  the  decree  this  appeal  is  taken. 
The  principles  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  exercises  its 
peculiar  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  of  con- 
tracts are  well  known,  and  have  been  of  fre<juent  consideration 
and  application  in  the  past  decisions  of  this  court.  The  court 
will  not  intervene,  unless  the  contract  is  fair,  just,  reasonable, 
and  equal  in  all  its  terms  and  parts;  is  founded  upon  an  ade- 
quate consideration,  and  its  specific  execution  is  free  from  hard- 
snip  and  oppression.  If,  on  either  of  these  points,  there  be  a 
well  founded  objection,  the  court  abstains  from  interference, 
leaving  the  party  complaining  of  a  violation  of  the  contract  to 
the  remedies  afforded  him  in  courts  of  law.  In  the  exercise  of 
the  jurisdiction,  the  court  is  invested  with  a  discretion  ;  not  ar- 
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bitrary  or  capricious,  but  a  sound,  judicial  discretion,  moulding 
and  tempering  its  action,  or  tbe  refusal  to  act,  in  view  of  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  and  from  them  determin- 
ing whether  the  conscience  of  the  party  charged  with  a  viola- 
tion of  the  contract  is  so  affected,  that  moral  and  equitable  duty 
compel  him  to  a  strict  performance,  rather  than  to  a  payment 
of  such  damages  as  a  court  of  law  would  award  af^ainst  him.  A 
primary'  duty  of  the  court  is  to  examine  the  contract,  not  merely 
as  a  court  of  law  would  examine  it,  to  ascertain  what  the  parties 
have  in  terms  expressed,  but  what  in  truth  was  the  real  inten- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  to  carry  that  intention  into  effect ;  or,  if 
it  can  not  be  carried  into  effect,  to  leave  the  parties  to  their 
legal  remedies. — Hipicell  v.  Knight^  1  Y.  &  C.  Exch.  411. 
There  is  no  class  of  cases,  to  which  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court 
of  equity  extends,  that  the  maxim  "he  who  seeks  equity  must 
do  equit}',"  is  more  rigidly  applied.  Hence  it  results,  that  the 
contrnct  or  agreement  which  the  court  is  asked  to  enforce  speci- 
fically must  not  only  be  certain,  fair,  just,  reasonable,  and  equal 
in  all  its  parts  and  terms,  must  not  be  merely  voluntary,  but 
founded  upon  a  valuable  and  adequate  consideration ;  and  it 
must  be  mutual  in  its  operation  and  effect.  As  is  said  by  Pi'of. 
Pomeroy,  "  The  contract  must  be  of  such  a  nature  that  both  a 
right  arises  from  its  terms,  in  favor  of  either  party  against  the 
other,  while  the  corresponding  obligation  rests  upon  each  towards 
the  other ;  and  also  that  either  party  is  entitled  to  the  equitable 
remedy  of  a  specific  execution  of  such  obligation,  against  the 
other  contracting  party." — Pomeroy  on  C'ontracts,  §  162.  Or, 
as  is  said  in  another  work :  "  A  contract,  to  be  specifically  en- 
forced by  the  court,  must  be  mutual — that  is  to  say,  such  that 
it  might,  at  the  time  it  was  entered  into,  have  been  enforced  by 
either  of  the  parties,  against  the  other  of  them.  Whenever, 
therefore,  whether  from  personal  incapacity,  the  nature  of  the 
contract,  or  any  other  cause,  the  contract  is  incapable  of  being 
enforced  against  one  party,  that  party  is  equally  incapable  of 
enforcing  it  against  the  other,  though  its  execution  in  the  latter 
way  might  in  itself  be  free  from  the  difficulty  attending  the 
execution  in  the  former." — Fry  on  Specific  Performance,  §  286. 
"  I  have  no  conception,"  said  Lord  Redesdale,  in  Lawrence  v. 
Butler  (1  Sch.  <k  Lef.  13),  "  that  a  court  of  equity  will  decree 
a  specific  performance,  except  when  both  parties  had  a  right  by 
the  agreement  to  compel  a  specific  performance,  according  to 
the  advantage  which  might  be  supposed  to  have  been  derived 
from  it."  Were  it  otherwise,  a  specific  performance  might  be 
decreed,  when,  if  it  was  disadvantageous  to  the  party  complain- 
ino^,  he  could  not,  at  the  instance  of  the  other  party,  be  com- 
pelled to  perform. 

There  are  some  cases,  in  which  a  want  of  mutuality  in  the 
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contract,  at  the  time  it  was  entered  into,  is  not  regarded  as  an 
insuperable  obstacle  to  sjiecific  performance ;  these  rest  upon 
Jheir  own  j>eculiar  circumstances  and  facts.  Performance  by 
the  one  party,  and  its  acceptance  by  the  other,  may  entitle  the 
party  performing  to  the  assistance  of  the  court,  though  he  could 
not  have  been  comjielled  to  perform.  The  contract  of  an  in- 
fant is  voidable ;  but,  after  the  airiving  at  age,  he  may  affirm 
and  enforce  it,  notwithstanding  the  original  want  of  mutuality. 
The  class  of  cases  to  which  we  refer  are  exceptions  to  the  gen- 
eral principle,  and  involve  considerations  which  justify  the 
court  in  the  specific  performance  of  the  contract.  But,  when 
the  contract,  in  its  nature  and  character,  and  according  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  involves  and  imposes  a  reciprocity  of 
obligation  and  duty,  there  is  no  authority  for  enforcing  specific 
performance  of  it,  in  favor  of  a  party,  who,  on  his  part,  has  not 
performed,  can  not  be  compelled  to  perform,  and  is  not  capable 
of  performing. — Cooper  v.  Peiia,  21  Cal.  4(»4.  He  has  not 
done,  and  can  not  do  equity,  and  is  not  in  a  situation  to  invoke 
the  aid  of  the  court.  Applying  this  principle  to  the  facts  of 
this  case,  leads  necessarily  to  the  conclusion  that  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  can  not  be  decreed. 

The  main  inducement  to  the  contract,  the  controlling  purpose 
of  the  parties,  was  the  settlement  and  adjustment  of  the  rights 
accruing  to  Mrs.  Bailey,  because  of  the  moneys  of  hers  which 
had  been  employed  in  making  payments  for  the  lands,  and  for 
the  stock  and  farming  implements  purchased  to  cultivate  them  ; 
and  to  relieve  the  appellant  from  all  corresponding  liability. 
This  is  apparent  from  the  words  of  the  written  agreement,  when 
these  are  read  in  connection  with  all  the  facts  and  circumstances. 
The  consideration  it  recites  is  certain  moneys  the  appellant  had 
given  to  his  daut^hter,  a  part  of  which  she  returned  to  him,  at 
or  shortly  after  he  purchased  the  lands.  T^pon  this  considera- 
tion, he  agrees  to  convey  the  pro})erty  on  the  performance  of 
certain  conditions  by  Bailey ;  and  these  conditions  are  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  one-half  of  the  judgment  which 
might  be  obtained  in  the  suit  of  Rowland  <fc  Co.  There  was 
no  sale  of  the  property  intended,  for  the  sums  necessary  to  pay 
these  deniands,  which  were  not  a  fair  equivalent  for  the  property; 
in  no  just  sense  did  these  sums  constitute  the  price,  or  purchase- 
money  of  the  property.  The  quieting  and  silencing  all  future 
and  past  controversy  growing  out  of  the  use  of  the  money  of 
Mrs.  Bailey,  was  the  material  element  of  consideration,  and  the 
real,  controlling  intention  of  the  parties.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
examine  the  evidence,  proceeding  largely  from  the  immediate 
parties,  embarrassed  in  irreconcilatjle  conflict  (which,  it  is  hoped, 
results  rather  from  an  honest  misunderstanding  or  misinterpre- 
tation of  facts,  than  from  intentional,  deliberate  misrepresenta- 
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tion),  and  deteniiiiie  whether  the  moneys  were  loaned  to  the 
appellant,  or  contributed  or  advanced  as  a  definite  share  of  the 
purchase-money  of  the  property,  with  the  intention  that  in  the 
property  Mrs,  Bailey  should  have  a  corresponding  interest.  If 
there  was  a  loan,  the  purpose  was  its  payment ;  or,  if  there  was 
a  trust  created  in,  and  attaching  to  the  property,  the  purpose 
was  its  extinguishment ;  in  the  one  aspect,  acquitting  and  dis- 
charging the  appellant  from  all  personal  liability ;  in  the  other, 
relieving  the  property  he  reserved  from  the  operation  of  the 
trust.  The  tie  or  obligation  of  the  contract,  to  which  the  ap 
pellant  is  subjected,  is  the  conveyance  of  the  property  upon  be- 
ing discharged  and  acquitted  of  all  personal  liability  for  the 
loan ;  or,  if  it  was  not  a  loan,  upon  an  extinguishment  of  the 
trust,  if  any  was  created,  and  upon  the  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage debt.  The  tie  or  obligation  to  which  the  appellee  was 
subject,  was  the  satisfaction  of  the  loan,  or  the  extinguishment 
of  the  trust,  and  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  one-half 
of  the  judgment  Rowland  &  Co.  might  obtain.  The  tie  or 
obligation  was  reciprocal,  or  the  contract  is  wanting  in  mutual- 
ity, in  fairness  and  justice ;  for  no  contract  can  be  deemed  fair 
and  just,  that  is  not  reciprocal  in  its  obligation  and  duties — that 
does  not  yield  to  each  party  the  rights  or  benefits  it  is  intended 
to  confer. 

If  there  were  statutes  in  Illinois,  or  in  Pennsylvania,  when 
Mrs.  Bailey  and  her  husband  were  domiciled  in  those  States, 
which  opei'ated  a  change  of  the  common  law  as  to  the  condi- 
tion of  the  pi'operty  of  the  wife,  or  of  the  marital  rights  of  the 
husband,  of  them  there  is  not  in  the  record  pleading  or  evi- 
dence. The  presumption  is,  therefore,  that  the  common  law 
prevailed  in  each  of  those  States.  That  presumption  is  in- 
dulged in  reference  to  all  sister  States  having  a  common  origin 
with  our  own,  until  the  contrary'  is  shown  by  pleading  and  proof. 
The  lands  in  Illinois'  not  having  been  conveyed  to  the  sole  and 
separate  use  of  Mrs.  Bailey,  by  the  marriage,  at  common  law, 
the  husband  became  seized  thereof,  entitling  him  to  take  the 
rents  and  profits  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife,  and 
by  possibility  during  his  own  life,  if  he  was  the  survivor.  When, 
by  sale,  and  by  the  conveyance  of  husband  and  wife,  the  lands 
were  converted  into  money,  if,  without  any  particular  agree- 
ment, the  wife  had  permitted  the  money,  which,  in  the  language 
of  Sessio7is  V.  Sessions  (33  Ala.  522),  was  new projxrty,  to  pass 
into  the  possession  of  the  husband,  the  money,  like  any  other 
personal  property  of  the  wife's  when  reduced  to  possession, 
would  have  become  his  property. — 1  Bish.  Mar.  Women,  §  605. 
But  the  money  never  passed  into  his  possession  ;  over  it  he 
claimed  or  exercised  no  control  whatever.  The  evidence  shows, 
very  clearly,  that  intentionally  Bailey  abstained  from  exercising 
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or  claiming  any  dominion  whatever  over  the  money  received 
from  the  sale  of  the  lands,  or  of  the  United  States  bonds,  in 
which  it  was  subsequently  invested ;  that  he  elected  his  wife 
should  hold  and  treat  it  as  her  own.  Not  only  was  there  by 
his  conduct  a  renunciation  of  all  ownership  and  dominion,  and 
a  recognition  of  the  sole  and  exclusive  ownership  and  dominion 
of  the  wife,  b,ut,  according  to  his  evidence,  he  gave  to  her  United 
States  bonds,  of  near  the  value  of  three  thousand  dollars,  de- 
rived from  a  sale  of  his  own  personal  property,  made  at  the 
same  time  of  the  sale  of  the  lands,  and  to  the  same  purchaser. 

While,  at  common  law,  the  husband  could,  by  a  reduction  to 
possession  of  the  personal  property  of  the  wife,  convert  it  into 
Ins  own  absolutely  ;  or,  if  it  was  in  the  possession  of  the  wife, 
her  possession  became,  and  was  in  contemplation  of  law,  his 
possession ;  yet,  he  was  not  compelled  to  an  assertion  of  his 
marital  rights.  The  personal  property  of  the  wife,  in  her  pos- 
session at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  possession  of  which  she 
subsequently  acquired,  he  could  refuse  to  take  and  hold ;  or, 
taking  and  holding  it,  he  could  elect  to  take  and  hold  it  as  her 
trustee.  Or,  if  the  property  was  choses  in  action,  he  could  re- 
fuse to  exercise  his  marital  right  and  power  of  making  them 
his  own,  by  a  reduction  of  them  to  possession.  In  either  of 
these  events,  the  property  remained  unaltered — the  property 
of  the  wife,  passing  to  her  personal  representative. — JennlngH 
V.  Blocker^  25  Ala.  415 ;  Gillespie  v.  BurleHon^  28  Ala.  551 ; 
Machen  v.  Machen,  38  Ala.  364.  Such  was  as  necessarily  and 
essentially  the  result,  as  if,  after  reducing  the  property  to  pos- 
session, converting  it  into  his  own,  the  husband  had  made  a 
gift  of  it  to  the  wife,  which  was  construed  as  a  gift  to  her  sole 
and  separate  use. —  WilliamH  v.  3[auU,  20  Ala.  721 ;  Mc  Wil- 
Uains  V.  Ramsey^  23  Ala.  816.  Upon  the  Inited  States  bonds, 
and  upon  the  money  derived  from  their  sale,  by  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  husband  and  wife,  was  impressed  the  separate  own- 
ership of  the  wife;  and  the  ownership  was  unchanged  by  their 
subsequent  removal  to,  and  acquisition  of  a  domicile  in  this 
State. — Doss  v.  Campbell^  19  Ala.  59(»;  Drake  v.  Glover^ 
30  Ala.  382. 

The  wife  having  died  intestate,  if  the  money  was  loaned  to 
the  appellant,  the  exclusive  right  to  recover  or  receive  payment 
of  it  would  pass  to  her  personal  representative.  If  there  was  a 
trust  created  in  and  to  the  lands,  it  would  devolve  by  descent  on 
her  child,  her  only  heir  at  law.  The  moneys  being  the  separate 
estate  of  the  wife,  and  not  of  her  statutory  separate  estate, 
Bailey,  as  husband,  had  no  interest  in  them  ;  he  was  not  a  dis- 
tributee of  the  personal  estate  of  the  wife,  nor  in  any  sense  her 
heir  at  law.  The  obligation  of  the  contract  to  which  he  is  sub- 
ject, he  can  not  therefore  perform ;  a  decree  compelling  him  to 
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performance  would  compel  him  to  do  an  act  which  he  is  with- 
out legal  capacity  to  do.  And  if  the  appellant  were  compelled 
to  performance,  he  would  be  deprived  of  the  property  for  but 
little  more  than  half  of  its  real  value,  would  not  be  freed  from 

f)ersonal  liability  for  the  money,  if  it  was  a  loan ;  or,  if  not  a 
oan,  and  a  trust  was  created,  the  trust  would  remain  unextin- 
guished, attaching  to  and  incumbering  the  property  he  reserved. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  court  can  but  see  that  it  would 
not  really  do  that  complete  justice  which  it  aims  at,  and  which 
is  the  foundation  of  its  jurisdiction  to  decree  specific  perform- 
ance.— Harnett  v.  Yielding^  2  Sch.  tVr  Lef.  548. 

"  Ordinarily,  when  a  bill  is  tiled  for  specific  performance,  and 
it  is  dismissed,  nothing  more  is  settled  by  the  decree,  than  that 
the  case  is  one  in  which  equity  will  not  interpose  its  extraordi- 
nary powers.  But  there  are  cases  in  which  the  decree  may  deny 
a  specific  performance,  and  also  give  relief,  or  great  injustice 
would  be  the  consequence." — Mialhi  v.  Lassahe,  4  Ala.  712. 
A  case  of  this  kind  occurs,  when  the  purchaser  of  lands  has 
been  let  into  possession,  and  has  made  valuable  improvements. 
There  may  be  well  grounded  objections  to  a  decree  of  specific 
performance,  and  yet,  in  such  case,  his  bill  would  be  retained, 
and  a  decree  rendered  giving  to  him  just  compensation  for  the 
improvements.  Or,  he  may  have  paid  part  of  the  purchase- 
money,  and  fail  to  make  a  case  entitling  him  to  specific  per- 
formance ;  yet,  if  he  has  not  a  full  and  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
the  bill  will  be  retained,  and  a  decree  rendered  for  the  money 
paid. —  Aday  v.  EcJiols,  18  Ala.  353.  In  this  case,  it  is  but  just 
and  equitable  that  the  appellee  should  be  subrogated  to  the  se- 
curity of  the  inortgage,  which  b}'  payment  he  removed  as  an  in- 
cumbrance upon  the  property.  In  a  court  of  law,  the  subroga- 
tion would  not  be  decreed  ;  it  is  only  in  a  court  of  equity  it  can 
be  obtained. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed,  and  a  decree 
here  rendered  in  conformity  to  this  opinion. 


Shackelford  v,  Bankhead. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Settlement  of  Insolvent  Estate. 

1.  Decedent\H  eatate;  removal  of  settlement  into  equity. — The  settlement 
of  a  decedent's  estate  can  not  be  removed  into  equity  by  the  personal 
representative,  in  anj'  case,  or  at  any  time,  without  the  assignment  of 
some  particular  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction  ;  nor  can  it  be  r-emoved 
at  the  instance  of  a  distributee,  or  other  party  beneficially  interested, 
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after  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Prol^ate  Court  has  attached  and  commenced 
to  l>e  exercised,  unless  some  question  of  special  equitable  cognizance  is 
involved,  which  the  Probate  Court  is  incompetent  to  determine. 

2.  Insolvent  estate  ;  removal  of  settlement  into  e<jtntij. — When  a  dece- 
dent's estate  has  been  declared  insolvent,  it  re<juire8  a  very  clear  and 
strong  case  to  justify  the  removal  of  the  settlement  into  a  court  of  e<iuitv. 

3.  Same. — The  omission  from  the  inventory  of  proi>erty  which  ougfit 
to  have  been  included,  the  waste  or  conversion  of  assets,  and  the  failure 
to  make  a  settlement,  being  matters  which  are  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Probate  Court,  and  as  to  which  its  powers  are  fullv  adetjuate  to  grant 
relief,  furnish  no  ground  for  a  resort  to  a  court  of  e<iuity  by  a  creditor. 

4.  Hill  for  discovery  ;  necessary  averments  of. — When  a  bill  is  filed  for 
discovery  and  relief,  seeking  to  withdraw  from  a  court  of  law  a  matter  of 
strict  legal  cognizance,  it  nnist  show  that  the  di.scoven."  sought  is  indis- 
pensable to  tlie  ends  of  justice — that  the  facts,  as  to  wfiich  a  discovery  is 
sought,  can  not  be  proved  otherwise  than  by  the  defendant's  answer ; 
and  it  must  aver  the  existence  and  materiality  of  those  facts  with  suffi- 
cient certainty,  and  show  that  the  defendant  is  capable  of  making  the 
discovery. 

5.  Same;  statutory  provisions  authorizing  e.vaminatiun  of  parties  as 
witnesses,  in  actions  at  law. — The  several  statutory  provisions,  changing 
the  common-law  rules  of  evidence,  and  authorizing  the  examination  of 
parties  as  witnesses  in  actions  at  law,  do  not  takeaway,  or  in  any  man- 
ner affect,  the  established  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  in  matters  of 
discovery. 

6.  Dismissal  of,  bill  on  demurrer;  amendable  defects, — The  dismissal  of 
a  bill  in  vacation,  on  account  of  defects  which  are  amendable,  without 
allowing  the  complainant  an  opportunity  to  amend,  is  an  error  which 
will  work  a  reversal ;  but,  when  such  dismissal  is  in  term  time,  the  record 
must  sliow  that  he  asked  leave  to  amend. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lawrence. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cohbs. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  tiled  on  August  13th,  1878,  by  E. 
P.  Shackelford,  as  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  M.  W. 
Mayes,  deceased,  and  two  other  persons,  claiming  and  suing  as 
creditors  of  the  insolvent  estate  of  George  M.  Garth,  deceased, 
against  William  S.  Bankhead  and  his  wife  (Mrs.  Catherine  M., 
formerly  the  widow  of  said  (4arth),  as  the  administrators  of 
said  insolvent  estate,  with  the  infant  children  and  heirs  at  law 
of  said  (rarth,  and  other  creditors  who  had  tiled  claims  against 
his  estate ;  and  sought  to  remove  the  administration  and  settle- 
ment of  said  e.'^tate  from  the  Probate  Court,  and  to  coin|>el  a 
discovery  of  a.ssets  and  settlement  of  the  estate  in  the  said 
Chancery  Court.  According  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  said 
(Turth  died,  intestate,  in  April,  1862,  in  said  county  of  Law- 
rence, where  he  resided  ;  leaving  a  widow  and  two  infant  chil- 
dren, as  his  heirs  at  law  and  the  distributees  of  his  estate.  Let- 
ters of  administration  on  his  estate  were  granted  to  the  widow, 
and  in  August,  1868,  she  reported  the  estate  insolvent;  and  it 
was  so  declared  by  the  court,  she  being  continued  in  office  as 
administratrix.  She  afterwards  married  said  William  S.  Bank- 
head,  and  they  were  acting  as  administrators  of  the  estate  when 
the  bill  was  filed,  "  having  never  made  any  settlement  of  their 
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administration  of  said  insolvent  estate,  nor  done  anything  to- 
wards the  final  settlement  of  said  estate,  and  the  distribution 
of  the  assets  belonging  thereto ;  nor  has  the  said  Catherine  M. 
made  any  settlement  of  her  administration  of  said  estate  before 
said  declaration  of  insolvency."  The  bill  alleged  that  the  chil- 
dren of  said  intestate  were  in  possession  of  the  lands  belonging 
to  the  estate,  "  taking  and  using  the  rents  thereof  as  their  own, 
with  the  connivance  and  approval  of  said  Catherine  M.  and 
William  S.  Bankhead  ;  "  that  said  administrators  had  cultivated 
the  lands  for  several  years,  had  sold  the  crops,  received  the  rents, 
and  collected  large  sums  of  money  due  to  the  estate,  for  which 
they  had  never  made  any  report  or  return ;  that  the  amounts 
so  received  and  collected,  which  were  assets  of  the  estate,  were 
unknown  to  the  complainants.  "  nor  have  they  the  means  of 
knowing  or  ascertaining ; "  and  as  to  these  matters  they  asked 
a  discovery  and  account. 

The  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  on  motion,  in  vacation,  for 
want  of  equity ;  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Phelan  &  Whefxer,  for  appellants. 

Cabaniss  &  Ward,  contra.     (No  briefs  on  file.) 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— Where  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate 
Court  has  attached,  and  cominenced  to  he  exercised  in  the  settle- 
ment of  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  the  Chancery  Court  will  not, 
even  on  the  application  of  a  dist'rihitee,  or  other  party  benefi- 
cially interested,  assume  jurisdiction  by  removal  of  the  admin- 
istration into  the  forum  of  equity,  unless  it  be  shown  that  some 
question  of  special  equitable  cognizance  is  involved,  which  the 
Probate  Court  is  incompetent  to  determine.  Nor  can  such  ad- 
ministration be  removed  into  the  Chancery  Court,  in  any  case,  or 
at  any  time,  by  the  personal  representative,  without  the  assign- 
ment of  some  particular  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction. 
This  rule  may  now  be  considered  as  firmly  settled  by  the  decis- 
ions of  this  court. — Newsotn  v.  Thornton,  66  Ala.  311;  May- 
Jniry  v.  Grady,  67  Ala.  147 ;  Whorton  v.  Mm'agne,  59  Ala.  641 ; 
Teague  v.  Con'hitt,  57  Ala.  529. 

One  of  the  most  signal  modes  by  which  this  active  exercise 
of  probate  jurisdiction  is  manifested,  is  the  declaration,  by  that 
court,  of  the  insolvency  of  the  estate.  Where  this  has  been 
done,  it  requires  a  clear  and  strong  case  to  justify  removal.  As 
said  in  CkwTc  v.  Euhanh  (65  Ala.  245,  247),  "  When  an  estate 
is  declared  insolvent,  there  is  an  eminent  fitness  in  having  the 
settlement  finished  in  the  Probate  Court,  unless  there  is  in- 
volved in  it  some  miestion  of  exclusive  equitable  cognizance, 
which  the  Probate  Court,  by  reason  of  its  limited  powers,  is  in- 
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competent  to  adjudicate.  Moreover,  by  the  act  of  declaring 
an  estate  insolvent,  the  Probate  Court  acquires  jurisdiction  of 
the  settlement,  which  precludes  all  interference  by  the  Chan- 
cery Court,  unless  a  special  equity  is  shown." — Moore  v.  Win- 
ston's Achn'r,  66  Ala.  296;  Watts  v.  Gayle,  '20  Ala.  817. 
There  is,  in  our  opinion,  no  doubt  whatever  about  the  correct- 
ness of  this  principle. — Prince  v.  Prince^  47  Ala.  283 ;  Ist 
Brick.  Dig.  647,  §  120. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  rule  above  announced  must  prove  fatal 
to  the  general  equity  of  the  present  bill,  apart  from  the  partic- 
ular equity  of  discovery,  to  .which  we  will  hereafter  advert. 
The  summary  of  all  the  charges  made  against  the  defendants, 
as  administrators  of  Garth's  estate,  is  that  they  have  omitted  to 
make  any  settlement  of  the  estate,  and  have  converted  to  their 
own  use,  or  otherwise  become  liable  for  a  vast  amount  of  per- 
sonal assets,  for  the  value  of  which  they  are  legally  chargeable; 
and  that  much  of  this  property  has  been  omitted  from  the  in- 
ventory, where  it  should  properly  have  appeared.  No  reason 
is  assigned  why  these  acts  of  mal-administration  and  of  official 
devastavit  can  not  be  fully  redressed  by  the  Probate  Court, 
whose  powers  are  entirely  adequate  for  the  purpose. —  Clark  v. 
Euhank,  65  Ala.  245,  s^qyra  ;    Weakbj  v.  Gurley,  60  Ala.  379. 

The  bill  is  defective  in  its  allegations  as  one  framed  for  dis- 
covei^,  in  aid  of  the  relief  prayed.  AVhere  a  bill  is  tiled,  not 
for  discovery  alone,  but  also  for  relief,  and  seeks  to  withdraw 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  any  law  court  a  matter  of  strictly  legal 
cognizance,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  discovery  sought  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  ends  of  justice — or,  in  other  words,  that  the 
facts,  as  to  which  the  discovery  is  sought,  can  not  be  otherwise 
proved  than  by  the  defendant's  answer. —  Vontinental  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wehh,  54  Ala.  689,  697  ;  Horton  v.  Mosehj,  17  Ala.  794; 
1  Brick.  Dig.  714,  §  1067.  The  bill  must,  also,  aver  the  exist- 
ence and  materiality  of  such  facts  with  sufficient  certainty,  and 
show  that  the  defendant  is  capable  of  making  the  discovery, 
Horton  V.  Mosely^  supra;  Story's  Eq.  PI.  325 ;  Lvcas  v.  Bank 
of  Darien,  2  Stew.  280;  Guice  v.  Parker,  46  Ala.  616. 

It  is  quite  clear,  however,  that  this  well  established  jurisdic- 
tion of  equity  in  matters  of  discovery  is  not  ousted,  or  in  any 
wise  affected,  by  the  statutory  changes  in  the  common-law 
rules  of  evidence,  by  which  parties  to  ixinding  suits  are  author- 
ized to  be  examined  as  witnesses  in  the>  courts  of  this  State. 
Cannon  v.  McNaK,  48  Ala.  99. 

The  bill,  when  tested  by  the  alwve  requirements,  is  defective. 
It  fails  to  aver  with  sufficient  certainty  that  the  facts,  as  to 
which  the  discovery  is  sought,  can  not  be  proved  in  any  other 
manner  than  ])y  the  answer  of  the  defendants.  The  averment 
made  as  to  some  of  these  facts — tliat  the  complainants  have  no 
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other  "  means  of  knowing  them  " — is  insufficient ;  and  others 
are  of  such  a  nature  as  that,  presumptively  at  least,  the  transac- 
tions involving  them  may  be  within  tlie  cognizance  of  witnesses. 
If  this  be  otherwise,  the  bill  should  clearly  show  it  by  affirma- 
tive allegations,  free  from  all  ambiguity  of  meaning. 

These  are  amendable  defects,  however,  and  it  was  error  for 
the  chancellor  to  dismiss  the  bill  in  vacation,  without  iirst  af- 
fording the  complainants  an  opportunity  to  make  the  required 
amendments.  This  was  so  ruled  in  Kingsbury  v.  Mihur  (69 
Ala.  502),  a  case  which  has  been  since  several  times  followed. 
In  tenn  time,  where  the  opportunity  to  amend  is  presented,  the 
right  must  be  claimed  by  the  party  entitled ;  and  it  has  often 
been  held  that  the  chancellor  can  be  put  in  error,  only  where 
the  record  shows  a  denial  of  this  right,  on  application  made  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  of  practice  prevailing  in  a  court  of 
equity,  and  regulating  amendments.  A  mere  dismissal,  with- 
out such  denial,  would  be,  in  such  cases,  no  ground  for  reversal 
in  the  appellate  court. — Little  v.  Snedicor,  52  Ala.  167 ;  Bishop 
'V.  Wood,  59  Ala.  253 ;  Brock  v.  S.  <&  N.  Ala.  Railroad  Co., 
65  Ala.  79. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  in  order  that  the  bill  may  be  amended,  if  it  is  so 
desired  by  the  appellants. 


McWilliams  v,  Jenkins. 

Bill  in  Equity  for  Specific  Performance  of  Contract. 

1.  Chanrelhr's  opinion  and  decree  differing. — When  the  chancellor's 
written  oi)inion,  accompanying  his  decree,  goes  beyond  the  decree,  an 
atfirniance  of  his  decree  by  this  court  is  not  an  affirmance  of  the  opinion ;. 
and  a  repugnancy  ])et\veen  that  opinion  and  his  second  decree,  rendered 
after  the  alhrmance,  is  not  available  as  error  on  a  second  appeal. 

2.  Kescission  of  contract,  at  instance  of  purchaser;  lien  for  purchase- 
money  paid. — In  rescinding  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  purchaser,  the  court  may  decree  a  lien  on  the  land  in  his 
favor,  for  the  purchase-money  paid ;  but  this  lien  is  confined  to  such 
lands,  or  portions  thereof,  as  the  vendor  had  the  legal  right  to  convey. 

3.  Same;  conjliclimi  claims  of  purchaser,  and  heirs  of  vendor  for  rent. 
In  such  case,  the  land  being  the  homestead  exemption  of  the  vendor  and 
his  family,  which  is  not  liable  for  his  contract  debts,  the  lien  in  favor  of 
the  purchaser  is  properly  declared  to  be  subordinate  to  the  claim  of  the 
vendor's  heirs  for  the  rents  while  the  purchaser  was  in  possession  under 
the  contract.     (Bkkkki.l,  C.  J.,  dissenting.) 

4.  Attorney's  lieii. — The  lien  of  an  attorney  at  law,  for  his  stipulated 
or  reasonable  fee,  is  limited  to  the  judgment  recovered  in  the  particular 
case  in  which  his  services  were  rendered ;  and  it  does  not  extend  to- 
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lands,  or  other  like  property  of  the  client,  which  is  the  subject-matter  of 
the  litigation. 

Ai'PEAL  from  the  Cliancery  Court  of  Colbert. 

Heard  before  the  lion.  Thomas  Cobiw. 

This  case  wa.s  before  tliis  court  at  its  Deceml)er  term,  1880, 
and  is  reported,  under  the  name  of  Jenkins  v.  Harrison,  in 
66  Ala.  845-361.  The  bill  was  filed  on  the  29th  March,  1876, 
by  John  W.  Harrison,  against  John  S.  Jenkins  and  others,  chil- 
dren and  heirs  at  law  of  Thomas  B.  Jenkins,  deceased ;  and 
sougiit  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  entered  into  be- 
tween the  complainant  and  said  decedent,  for  a  sale  or  exchange 
of  lands,  as  shown  by  the  written  agreement,  signed  by  both  of 
them,  which  is  set  out  in  the  former  report  of  the  case ;  or,  in 
the  alternative,  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  the  cancellation  of 
a  deed  executed  by  the  complainant  for  the  property  which,  by 
the  terras  of  the  contract,  he  was  to  convey  to  the  said  Jenkins, 
and  the  declaration  of  a  lien  on  the  defendants'  land  for  the 
money  paid  and  advanced  by  the  complainant  under  the  con- 
tract. On  the  first  hearing  of  the  case,  the  chancellor  (Hon. 
H,  C.  Speake)  refused  a  specific  performance,  but  rendered  a 
decree  rescinding  the  contract ;  and  his  decree  was  affirmed  by 
this  court,  on  appeal  by  the  defendants,  as  shown  by  the  former 
report  of  the  case. 

The  decree  from  which  that  appeal  was  taken  was  in  these 
words :  "  It  appearing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  the 
complainant  is  entitled  to  relief,  it  is  therefore  ordered,  ad- 
judged, and  decreed,  that  the  respondents  be,  and  they  are  each, 
forever  enjoined  and  restrained  from  the  further  prosecution  of 
the  judgment  by  them  recovered  against  the  complainant,  John 
Harrison,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  Colbert  county,  described  in 
th^  pleadings  in  the  cause.  It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed,  that  the  contract  entered  into  by  and  between  the 
said  John  Harrison  and  Thomas  B.  Jenkins,  on  April  3d,  1871, 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  rescinded ;  and  that  said  contract 
and  the  deed  executed  by  John  Harrison  and  wife  to  Thomas 
B.  Jenkins,  and  the  one  executed  by  Thomas  B.  Jenkins  and 
wife  to  John  Harrison,  each  of  date  April  13,  1871,  be,  and 
they  are  hereby,  each  declared  null  and  void,  and  of  no  effect. 
It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged  and  decreed,  that  all  title  in  and 
to  the  house  and  lot  in  South  Florence,  known  in  the  plan  of 
said  town  as  Xo.  39,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  divested  out 
of  the  respondents,  and  invested  in  the  said  John  Harrison. 
It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  respond- 
ents, by  the  next  term  of  this  court,  select  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  bill,"  a  tract  containing  240  acres,  "eighty  acres 
thereof,  upon  which  is  situated  the  dwelling  and  appurtenances 
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thereunto  belonging  that  was  occupied  by  said  Thomas  B.  Jen- 
kins at  the  time  of  his  death ;  and  after  such  selection,  it  is 
further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  register  ascer- 
tain how  much  is  the  yearly  rental  value  of  said  eighty  acres, 
from  the  time  said  Harrison  obtained  the  possession  thereof, 
and  that  he  also  ascertain  the  yearly  rental  value  of  the  remain- 
ing one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  said  tract ;  also,  that  he  as- 
certain the  yearly  rental  value  of  said  house  and  lot  in  South 
Florence  {No.  39),  from  the  time  said  Thomas  B.  Jenkins  and 
respondents  obtained  possession  thereof.  It  is  further  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  register  ascertain  how  much 
the  said  Harrison  paid  for  the  said  land  attempted  to  be  sold 
to  him  by  the  said  Jenkins,  either  to  the  said  Jenkins  himself, 
or  to  his  personal  representative  since  his  death,  embracing  the 
value  of  the  stock  of  dry-goods,  &c.,  the  cash  paid,  and  the 
amount  said  Jenkins  was  due  and  owing  Harrison  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  said  Jenkins,  and  for  which  Harrison  has  given 
his  estate  credit;  deducting  from  said  sums  the  amount  of  one 
thousand  dollars,  tlie  value  fixed  by  the  parties  upon  the  said 
store-house  and  lot  in  South  Florence,  and  calculating  interest 
thereon  to  the  time  of  making  his  report,  and  also  on  each  of 
the  rental  values  ordered  to  be  ascertained.  .  .  .  All  other 
questions  are  reserved  until  the  coming  in  of  said  report." 

In  his  opinion  accompanying  this  decree,  after  declaring  that 
the  complainant  was  not  entitled  to  a  specitic  performance,  the 
chancellor  said  :  "I  think  this  a  proper  case  for  the  rescission 
of  the  entire  contract,  and  placing  the  parties,  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible, in  statu  quo.  To  do  this,  it  would  be  proper  that  the 
deed  executed  by  Harrison  to  Jenkins  should  be  delivered  up 
and  cancelled ;  Jenkins  to  account  for  the  rents  of  the  lot  and 
store-house  thereby  conveyed ;  the  respondents  to  select  the 
eighty  acres,  including  the  dwelling  and  appurtenances  thei'eon 
situated,  which  is  exempted  by  the  constitution  as  a  homestead ; 
also,  to  refei'  it  to  tlie  register  to  ascertain  the  amount,  with  in- 
terest, paid  by  Harrison  to  Jenkins,  or  to  his  administrators, 
embracing  the  goods,  cash,  and  indebtedness  of  Jenkins  to 
Harrison  at  the  time  of  his  death,  deducting  from  the  original 
.sum  $1,000,  the  agreed  value  of  the  house  and  lot  in  South 
Florence;  also,  to  ascertain  the  value  of  the  rents  of  the  lands 
selected  as  exempt,  and  the  value  of  the  rents  of  the  remain- 
ing lands;  to  deduct  the  rents  thus  ascertained,  from  the  whole 
amount  ])aid  by  Harrison,  and  condemn  the  160  acres  of  land 
not  exempted,  for  the  satisfaction  thereof;  that  Harrison  pay 
the  rent  ascertained  to  be  due  for  the  homestead  exemption, 
less  the  rent  of  the  house  and  lot  in  South  Florence ;  also,  to 
enjoin  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  Circuit  Court,  and,  if  the 
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administrator  de  bonis  non  was  a  party  defendant,  to  enjoin  the 
further  prosecution  of  the  suit  ujx)n  the  note." 

The  complainant  having  died  pending  the  appeal  in  this 
<»ourt,  the  suit  was  revived  in  favor  of  John  A.  McWilliams, 
the  present  appellant,  as  his  administrator;  and  said  adminis- 
trator tiled  an  amended  bill,  after  the  remandment  of  the  cause, 
alleging  that  his  intestate's  estate  had  been  reported  and  de- 
clared insolvent.  The  register  afterwards  executed  the  order 
of  reference  made  in  the  hrst  decree,  and  no  exceptions  being 
reserved  to  his  report,  it  was  confirmed  by  the  court  on  the 
11th  October,  18S2;  and  on  the  same  day  a  decree  was  ren- 
dered, which,  after  referring  to  the  affirmance  by  this  court  of 
the  former  decree,  proceeded  thus : 

"  And  in  order  to  adjust  the  equities  in  said  cause,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principles  established  in  said  decree,  the  court 
now  proceeds  to  render  a  decree.  (1.)  It  appears  from  the  re- 
port of  the  register,  read  and  confirmed,  that  the  rental  value 
of  the  eighty  acres  of  land,  with  interest,  amounts  to  the  sum 
of  $3,192.80,  and  the  rental  value  of  the  house  and  lot  in  South 
Florence  to  $1,192;  which,  when  deducted,  leaves  the  sum  of 
$2,C00  due  to  Annie  A."  and  the  other  children  of  Thomas  B. 
Jenkins,  "  from  the  estate  of  said  John  Harrison.     (2.)   It  ap- 

Sears  from  said  report,  also,  that  said  Harrison  paid  to  said 
enkins  in  his  life-time,  and  to  his  personal  representatives,  the 
sum  of  $5,373.78 ;  from  which  deducting  value  of  house  and 
lot  ($1,000),  and  adding  interest  for  eleven  years  and  six  months 
($4,023.87),  makes  the  amount  of  $8,397.65 ;  from  which  de- 
ducting the  rental  value  of  the  160  acres  of  land,  with  interest, 
amounting  to  $3,456.81.  leaves  amount  due  from  estate  of  Jen- 
kins to  estate  of  Harrison,  $4,940.85.  (3.)  It  is  ordered,  ad- 
judged, and  decreed,  that  said  complainant,  as  the  administra- 
tor of  the  estate  of  said  Harrison,  recover  of  R.  B.  Lindsay, 
as  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Thomas  B.  Jenkins,  de- 
ceased, the  said  sum  of  $4,940.85,  subject  to  l)e  credited  by  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  160  acres  of  land,  as  hereinafter 
directed ;  and  it  appearing  that  the  estate  of  said  Jenkins  has 
been  declared  insolvent,  no  execution  will  issue,  but  the  claim 
must  be  certified  by  the  register  to  the  Probate  Court.  (4.)  It 
is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  following  lands," 
particularly  describing  the  160  acres,  "are  condemned  for  the 
satisfaction  of  the  complainant's  demand,  less  the  amount,  here- 
inafter specified,  in  favor  of  the  heirs  of  said  .lenkins,  and  the 
costs  of  this  suit.  (5.)  It  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed, 
that  the  register  proceed  to  sell  the  said  lands  above  described," 
specifying  the  terms,  &c.;  "and  out  of  the  proceeds  he  will 
first  retain  the  costs  and  expenses  of  sale,  and  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
with  interest  on  the  same  from  the  date  of  this  decree,  to  meet 
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the  further  order  of  this  court  in  regard  to  the  application  of 
the  same  to"  the  infant  children  of  Jenkins,  "and  apply  the 
residue  to  the  credit  of  complainant's  claim ;  and  the  register 
will  make  conveyance  to  the  purchaser.  (6.)  It  being  made 
further  to  appear  that  the  estate  of  said  Harrison  is  insolvent, 
it  is  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  claim  of  the  heirs 
of  said  Jenkins,"  naming  them,  "  be  certified  by  the  register  of 
this  court  to  the  Probate  Court,  to  be  filed  against  said  estate, 
subject  to  be  credited  by  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  lands 
above  directed.  (7.)  It  further  appearing  that  the  homestead 
has  been  selected,  as  by  the  former  decree  of  this  court,"  de- 
scribing the  lands,  "  it  is  therefore  ordered  and  decreed,  that 
the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  said  Harrison  deliver  posses- 
sion of  the  same  to  the  party  or  parties  authorized  to  receive 
it.  (8.)  All  other  questions  not  determined  are  reserved  until 
the  coming  in  of  the  register's  report  of  sale." 

Pending  the  cause  after  the  remandment,  the  complainant's 
solicitors  filed  a  petition,  asking  a  reference  to  the  register  to 
ascertain  and  report  what  would  be  a  reasonable  fee  for  their 
services  in  the  cause,  and  that  it  be  declared  a  lien  on  the  land 
ordered  to  be  sold.  The  reference  was  ordered,  and  executed ; 
but  the  record  does  not  show  any  action  by  the  chancellor  on 
the  register's  report. 

The  appeal  is  sued  out  by  Harrison's  administrator,  and  he 
here  makes  seven  assignments  of  error,  all  founded  on  the  de- 
cree above  copied.  The  assignments  of  error  are,  in  substance, 
that  the  decree  is  inconsistent  with  the  former  decree  which 
was  affirmed ;  that  the  complainant's  lien  on  the  land  was  supe- 
rior to  the  right  or  equity  of  the  heirs  of  Jenkins,  and  should 
have  been  so  declared ;  that  the  claim  of  the  heirs  should  have 
been  certified  to  the  Probate  Court;  and  that  a  lien  on  the 
land,  or  its  proceeds,  should  have  been  declared  in  favor  of 
complainant's  solicitors. 

Wm.  Cooper,  and  Thos.  H.  Watts,  for  appellant. — (1.)  By 
the  former  decree,  which  was  affirmed  by  this  court,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  of  the  160  acres  of  land  was  condemned  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  debt  due  to  Harrison's  estate,  and  was  or- 
dered to  be  applied  first  to  the  satisfaction  of  that  claim  ;  while 
the  last  decree,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  makes  that 
fund  first  chargeable  with  the  $2,00(J  found  due  to  the  defend- 
ants for  rent.  These  matters  are  res  adjudicata^  and  the  latter 
decree  is  erroneous  so  far  as  it  departs  from  the  former. —  Wy- 
att  V.  Steele,  26  Ala.  647;  Miller  v.  Jones,  29  Ala.  174;  Bry- 
ant V.  Boothe,  35  Ala.  269 ;  Meredith  v.  Naish,  4  Stew.  &  P. 
59 ;  Thomas  v.  Dill,  34  Ala.  175.  (2.)  The  estate  of  Harrison 
having  been  declared  insolvent,  the  claim  for  $2,000  on  account 
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of  rent  should  have  been  certified  to  the  Probate  Conrt,  and 
paid  jyro  rata  with  otlier  claims  against  the  estate.  When  an 
estate  is  declared  insolvent,  the  decree  invests  the  Probate 
Court  with  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  claims  against  the  es- 
tate, including  pending  suits. — Ray  v.  Thompson^  43  Ala.  451; 
Edwards  v.  Gihfjs^  11  Ala.  294;  McEachin  v.  Jieid^  40  Ala. 
411 ;  McGehee  v.  Lomax,  49  Ala.  131.  (3.)  The  complainant's 
solicitors  have  a  lien  on  the  fund  recovered  in  this  case,  for 
their  professional  services  rendered  ;  and  the  court  should  have 
so  decreed. — Jackscm  v.  ClopUm,  66  Ala.  29;  Warjield  v. 
Camphell,,  38  Ala.  527;  Ex  parte  liftman,  Dnrr  db  Co., 
59  Ala.  631,  (4.)  The  correctness  of  the  former  decree,  giving 
the  complainant  a  lien  on  the  land  for  the  purchase-raonev  paid, 
can  not  l)e  questioned. — Aday  v.  E'hoh,  18  Ala.  353;  Gressett 
V.  Foster,  29  Ala.  393 :  Yvy  on  Specific  Performance,  ^  939 ; 
Griffith  V.  Dejfeic,  3  Mar.  Ivy.  177.  This  lien  is  entirelv  de- 
stroyed by  the  last  decree,  giviug  a  prior  lien  to  the  heirs  of 
Jenkins  for  an  amount  whicli  will  absorb  the  fund. 

J.  B.  M<K)RE,  contra. — (1.)  There  is  no  real  discrepancy  be- 
tween the  first  and  the  last  decrees ;  indeed,  the  first  could  be 
carried  into  effect  in  no  other  way  than  was  done.  The  home- 
i^tend  was  never  subject  to  the  complainant's  demand,  nor  to 
any  other  debts  which  Jenkins  owed ;  and  the  rents  accruing  to 
his  children,  while  the  homestead  was  in  the  possession  of  Har- 
rison, can  not  l)e  applied  to  the  payment  of  their  ancestor's 
debt.  (2.)  This  equity  of  the  children  accrued  before  the  es- 
tate of  Harrison  was  declared  insolvent,  and  their  lien  can  not 
be  destroyed  or  affected  by  the  declaration  of  insolvency.  (3.) 
The  question  of  the  attorney's  lien  is  not  presented  to  this 
court,  since  it  was  not  acted  on  by  the  chancellor. — 22  Ala.  106 ; 
28  Ala.  569;  20  Ala.  392;  18  Ala.  482.  U  the  question  were 
presented,  it  is  submitted  that  no  lien  on  the  land  is  shown, 
under  the  authorities  cited  for  the  appellant. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  bill  was  originally  one  for  specific 
performance,  brought  by  the  intestate,  Harrison,  against  the 
appellees,  as  heirs  of  one  Jenkins,  to  compel  the  conveyance  of 
certain  laiids.  The  proof  in  the  cause  showing  a  failure  of  title 
to  a  portion  of  the  land,  constituting  the  homestead  of  the  de- 
cedent and  his  family,  which  was  attributable  to  an  incurable 
defect  in  the  instrument  purporting  to  alienate  it,  the  chancel- 
lor rescinded  the  contract  of  conveyance,  and  made  a  decree  on 
September  17,  1877,  the  ultimate  purpose  of  which  was  to  put 
the  parties,  or  their  privies  in  estate,  ?«  statu  quo,  as  far  as  was 
practicable  under  the  circumstances.     This  decree  was  affirmed, 
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on  appeal  taken  to  this  court,  at  the  December  term,  1880. 
Jenkins  v.  Harrison^  ^^  Ala.  345. 

The  decree  here  appealed  from  was  rendered  October  11, 
1882.  The  first  decree  did  not  go  further  than  to  declare  a 
cancellation  or  rescission  of  the  contract  of  sale,  and  to  refer 
to  the  register  the  ascertainment  of  certain  amounts  and  valua- 
tions, a  knowledge  of  which  was  necessary  in  definitely  fixing 
the  mutual  rights  of  the  litigants.  The  decision  of  all  other 
questions  was  expressly  reserved  until  the  coming  in  of  the 
register's  report.  It  is  noticeable,  that  the  opinion  of  the  chancel- 
lor, accompanying  the  first  decree,  went  much  further  than  the 
decree  itself,  which  is  a  separate  and  distinct  paper.  But  this 
fact  is  obviously  immaterial,  as  it  was  tlie  decree,  and  7iot  the 
opinimi  of  the  chancellor,  which  this  court  affirmed  on  the  last 
appeal.  Attention  is  called  to  this  feature  of  the  case,  because 
it  is  insisted  in  argument  that  this  supposed  repugnancy  now 
affects  the  merits  of  the  present  decree.  It  is  enough  to  say,, 
that  we  see  no  conflict  in  the  two  decrees,  whatever  may  be 
said  of  the  first  opinion  by  a  former  chancellor. 

It  is  not  denied,  by  either  party,  that  upon  the  rescission  of 
the  contract  in  question,  the  court  possessed  the  power,  as  was 
also  its  duty,  to  secure  the  purchase-money  paid  by  the  vendee, 
Harrison,  by  giving  a  lien,  or  creating  a  cliarge  on  the  land,  for 
its  re-payment.  This  right  to  protect  vendees,  by  thus  secur- 
ing them  in  the  reimbursement  of  their  purchase-money,  ad- 
vanced upon  the  faith  of  the  contract,  is  well  established  in  our 
system  of  equity  procedure,  and  constantly  invoked  in  the 
every-day  practice  of  the  courts. — Aday  v.  Echols,  18  Ala.  353  \ 
Fry  on  Specif.  Perf .  §  939 ;  Sugden  on  Vendors,  62-63.  This 
lien  is  properly  confined,  however,  to  such  lands  as  the  vendor 
has  the  lawful  right  to  convey. 

The  point  of  contention  in  this  case  is,  that  while  the  chan- 
cellor declared  such  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  appellant,  as  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  Harrison,  it  was  made  subordinate  to  a 
prior  lien  given  to  the  heirs  of  Jenkins,  for  the  rents  of  the 
homestead  property,  which  were  virtu  ally -collected  by  Harrison, 
and  appropriated  to  his  use,  while  he  was  in  possession  of  the 
land,  claiming  it  as  purchaser  under  the  original  contract  of  sale, 
proved  to  have  been  made  by  Jenkins.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  views  of  the  chancellor  were  correct.  These  rents,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  as  is  shown  by  the  re- 
Eort  of  the  register,  were  the  moneys  of  the  defendants.  They 
ad  accrued  from  the  use  and  occupation  of  the  homestead,  to 
which  Harrison  had  no  title,  or  lawful  claim  of  any  kind.  They 
were  appropriated  by  him  in  the  payment  of  his  claim  against 
the  estate  of  the  vendor,  Jenkins,  and  thus  went  in  exonera- 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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tion  of  the  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land,  upon  which  the 
charge  or  lien  is  declared.  The  land  was  thus  relieved,  jt?/'0 
tanto,  of  an  incumbrance  upon  it.  The  chancellor  merely  de- 
crees that  the  heirs  of  Jenkins,  whose  money  went  to  pay  this 
charge,  shall  be  subrogated  to  Harrison's  lien  for  their  reim- 
bursement. The  payment  of  the  incumbrance  was  thus  ad- 
judged to  be  rather  a  purchase  than  an  extinguishment,  which 
IS  the  very  essence  of  every  similar  subrogation.  This  equity 
does  not  originate  in  contract,  or  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties ;  but  it  IS  the  mere  creature  of  ecjuity,  based  on  principles 
of  justice,  and  designed  to  prevent  its  failure.  It  is  nothing 
more  than  the  putting  by  transfer  one  person  in  the  place  of 
another,  and  investing  the  former,  in  promotion  of  fair  deal- 
ing, with  the  equitable  rights  of  the  latter. — Sheldon  on  Sub- 
rogation, §§  1,  11,  62,  206,  209,  212-13. 

There  is  no  force  in  the  suggestion,  that  this\new  operates  to 

ive  mere  doiiees  a  precedence  over  a  creditor  of  the  decedent. 

f  the  heirs  of  Jenkins  had  inherited  property  liable  to  be 
charged  with  the  debts  of  the  decedent,  the  argument  might  be 
sound.  But  the  land,  from  which  the  rents  in  question  accnied, 
was  a  homestead^  which  was  exempted  from  liability  to  legal 
process  for  the  payment  of  the  decedent's  contract  debts  of  any 
character.  The  conveyance  of  such  property  by  a  husband  to 
a  member  of  his  own  family,  even  though  voluntary,  has  been 
held  not  to  be  fraudulent. — Lehman  v.  Bry.an^  67  Ala.  55S ; 
FeUmcs  v.  Leiois,  65  Ala.  343.  The  reason  is,  that  the  creditors 
have  no  right  to  pursue  exempted  property  for  the  satisfaction 
of  their  claims,  and  hence  their  legal  rights  can  not  be  preju- 
diced by  a  conveyance  of  it. — Shirley  v.  Teal^  67  Ala.  449 ; 
Thomp.  on  Homesteads,  §§  411-12 ;  Bump  on  Fraud.  Conv. 
268.  This  reason  becomes  still  more  forcible,  when  there  is  a 
devolution  of  title  effected  by  operation  of  law,  instead  of  by 
act  of  the  owner,  made  manifest  by  a  voluntary  conveyance. 

The  lien,  which  an  attorney  at  law  has  for  his  stipulated  or 
reasonable  fees,  is  limited  to  the  judgment  recovered  in  the 
particular  cause  in  which  the  professional  services  were  ren- 
dered. He  is  regarded  as  an  assignee  of  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree, j^i'o  tank) — to  the  extent  of  his  fee — from  the  date  of  its 
rendition.  It  is  consequently  subordinate  to  all  counterclaims, 
or  sets-off,  existing  at  the  time,  including,  of  necessity,  such  as 
are  allowed  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment.-— «/ac'^«o«. 
V.  Cloptmx,  66  Ala.  29;  Ex  parte  Lehman,  Dxli^  cf"  Co., 
59  Ala.  631 ;  WarjleU  v.  CampbeU,  38  Ala.  527.  It  does  not 
extend  to  the  lands,  or  other  like  property,  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  litigation  belonging  to  the  client. — Uinson  v.  Gam- 
ble, 65  Ala.  605.  The  solicitors  of  the  appellant  would  be  en- 
titled to  no  lien,  extending  beyond  the  amount  of  the  decree 
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obtained  for  tlieir  client.     Tlieir   rights  are  guaged  by,  and 
must  be  commensurate  with  liis. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 

Bkickell,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 


Totten  &  Brother  v.  Sale  &  Co. 

Contest  of  Claim  of  Exempt  Personal  Property. 

1.  Claim  of  exempt  personal  projwrty;  how  contested. — When  a  declara- 
tion and  claim  of  exemption  in  and  to  specific  articles  of  personal  x>rop- 
erty  has  been  filed  in  the  oflice  of  the  judge  of  probate  of  the  county,  a 
levy  can  not  lawfully  be  made  upon  the  property  (Code,  §  2830),  unless 
the  plaintifT  in  the  process  first  makes  affidavit  and  gives  bond  as  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute ;  and  if  a  levy  is  made  without  the  performance  of 
these  conditions  precedent,  it  will  be  set  aside  on  motion. 

2.  Same. — If  a  bond  is  not  given  before  or  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  it 
can  not  be  subsequently  supplied  on  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to  set  aside 
the  levy ;  and  a  bond  of  indemnity,  gfven  to  the  sheriff  for  his  own  pro- 
tection in  making  the  levy,  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  statute. 

3.  Revision  of  judgment  on  facts. — When  a  question  of  fact,  arising  on 
the  hearing  of  a  motion,  is  necessarily  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the 
court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  the  decision  will  not  be  reversed 
by  this  court  on  appeal,  unless  it  is  clearly  erroneous. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

This  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  levy  of  an  attachment  on 
certain  personal  property,  described  in  the  levy  as  "one  bay 
mare,  about  five  or  six  years  old,  and  one  spring  wagon."  The 
attachment  was  in  favor  of  W.  W.  Totten  &  Brother,  against 
M.  S.  Sale  &  Co.;  and  the  levy  was  made  on  December  10th,  1881. 
The  motion  to  set  aside  the  levy  was  made  by  M.  S.  Sale  indi- 
vidually, the  grounds  on  which  it  was  made  being  thus  stated : 
"  1st,  because  the  attachment  was  not  issued  and  said  levy  made 
according  to  law ;  2d,  because  said  levy  was  made  upon 
personal  property  of  said  defendant,  which  had  been  previ- 
ously claimed  as  exempt  by  him  under  the  constitution  and  laws 
of  Alabama,  by  sworn  declaration  of  exemption  filed  in  the  of- 
fice of  the  Probate  Court  of  said  county,  as  required  by  section 
2828  of  tlie  Code,  before  plaintiffs  had  made  affidavit  and  bond 
as  required  by  section  2830  of  the  Code."  On  the  hearing  of 
the  motion,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  the  defendant  in- 
troduced in  evidence  his  declaration  and  claim  of  exemption, 
which  was  filed  in  the  office  of  the  probate  judge,  duly  verified 
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by  affidavit,  on  the  9th  December,  1S81 ;  and  in  which  the 
proj)ertv  afterwards  levied  on  was  particularlv  specified.  The 
])]aiiititls  then  introduced  ''  the  affidavit  and  bond  for  attach- 
ment, the  fortlicoming  bond,  and  the  affidavit  contesting  said 
claim  of  exemption."  The  affidavit  contesting  the  claim  of  ex- 
emption, as  copied  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  is  marked  "  Filed 
August  16th,  1882  ;"  while  the  forthcoming  l)ond,  which  re- 
cites that  "said  claim  of  exemption  has  lx;en  contested  bv  said 
plaintiffs,"  is  dated  December  Ifith,  1881.  The  plaintiffs  in- 
troduced in  evidence,  also,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  then  recites, 
" the  other  papers  in  said  cause" — namely,  the  summons  and 
complaint,  issued  December  10th,  1881;  the  defendant's  pleas 
in  al)atement,  which  were  overruled,  and  pleas  in  bar  then  tiled  ; 
an  affidavit  and  claim  of  exemption,  sworn  to  and  filed  on  6th 
February,  1882 ;  an  affidavit  by  plaintiffs'  attorney,  made  and 
subscribed  on  the  10th  December,  1881,  contesting  the  claim 
of  exemption  filed  on  the  9th  December,  1881 ;  and  an  indem- 
nifying bond  given  to  the  sheriff,  dated  December  10th,  1881. 
The  indemnifying  bond  recites  the  levy  of  the  attachment,  the 
claim  of  exemption  made  and  filed  on  the  9th  December,  the 
contest  of  this  claim  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  their  direction  to  the 
sheriff  to  make  the  levy ;  and  is  conditioned  to  save  the  sheriff 
harmless  on  account  of  the  levy.  The  sheriff's  legal  adviser, 
who  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  testified  that 
the  affidavit  contesting  the  claim  of  exemption  was  made  after 
the  giving  of  the  indenmifying  bond  ;  while  the  sheriff  testified, 
"  that  said  indemnifying  lK)nd  was,  according  to  his  recollection, 
given  to  him  before  the  making  of  the  affidavit  contesting  the 
claim  of  exemption,  and  was  required  by  him  l)efore  he  would 
retain  the  property,  which  was  already  held  by  him  under  a 
prior  levy  in  favor  of  O.  R.  Hundley  ;  and  that  he  i-efused  to 
retain  the  property,  unless  such  affidavit  and  bond  was  made 
and  lodged  with  him."  The  plaintiffs'  attorney  then  testified, 
that  when  he  went  to  the  sheriff's  office  with  the  attachment 
papers,  and  there  ascertained  that  there  was  a  prior  levy  in 
favor  of  Hundley,  "while  the  effect  of  said  prior  levy  was  be- 
ing discussed,  a  note  was  received  from  Hundley  releasing  his 
levy,  and  ordering  the  restoration  of  the  property  to  said  de- 
fendant ;  that  he  thereupon  immediately  directed  the  sheriff  to 
levy  the  attachment  in  lavor  of  plaintiffs ;  and  that,  according 
to  his  best  recollection,  the  affidavit  of  contest  was  made  and 
lodged  with  the  sheriff,  and  said  indemnifying  bond  was  given, 
after  said  levy  was  made  by  the  sheriff."  Tlie  plaintiffs  then 
offered,  before  the  court  decided  the  motion,  "  to  make  and 
execute  any  bond  that  the  court  might  require  or  allow ;  "  but 
the  court  refused  to  allow  any  bond  to  be  then  given,  and  sus- 


490  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Totten  &  Brother  v.  Sale  &  Co.] 

tained  the  motion  to  set  aside  the  levy.     The  plaintiffs  excepted 
to  each  of  these  rulings,  and  now  assign  them  as  error. 

Humes,  Gordon  &  Sheffey,  for  appellants. 

D.  D.  Shelby,  and  O.  R.  Hundley,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — Upon  personal  property  claimed  as  ex- 
empt from  levy  and  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts,  if  a  declara- 
tion and  claim  of  exemption  has  been  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
judge  of  probate  of  tlie  county  in  which  it  is  situate,  a  levy  can 
not  be  made,  unless  the  plaintiff  in  the  process  proposed  to  be 
levied,  make  affidavit,  and  give  bond,  as  prescribed  by  the 
statute.— Code  of  1876,  §  2830.  The  making  of  the  affidavit, 
and  giving  the  bond,  are  conditions  precedent  to  a  valid,  lawful 
levy.  A  levy  made  without  observing  them  is  invalid  and 
illegal,  and  may,  on  motion,  be  set  aside  by  the  court.  There 
is  some  conflict  in  the  evidence,  whether  the  affidavit  contest- 
ing the  claim  of  exemption  was  not  made  and  filed  before,  or 
contemporaneously  witli  the  levy.  If  the  Circuit  Court  deter- 
mined that  the  affidavit  was  not  made  and  filed  until  after  the 
levy,  unless,  on  this  question  of  fact,  the  decision  was  manifestly 
wrong,  the  judgment  could  not  be  reversed.  When  questions 
of  fact  are  necessarily  submitted  to  the  decision  of  a  primary 
court,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  the  decision  will  not 
on  error  be  reversed,  unless  clearly  erroneous. — Dane  v.  Mayor, 
36  Ala.  304.  However  that  fact  may  be,  it  is  undisputed,  that 
the  plaintiffs  did  not  make  a  bond  payable  to  the  defendant 
claiming  the  exemption,  as  required  by  the  statute,  before  or  at 
the  time  of  the  levy.  The  only  bond  executed,  was  a  bond 
payable  to  the  sheriff,  exacted  by  him  for  his  own  protection 
and  immunity,  which  was  not  intended  to  serve,  and  can  not 
be  made  to  serve,  the  purposes  of  the  bond  required  by  the 
statute.  The  bond  not  having  been  given  before,  or  at  the  time 
of  the  levy,  could  not  be  given  subsequently,  on  the  hearing  of 
a  motion  to  set  aside  the  levy. 

Affirmed. 
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Binford's  Adm'r  v.  Dement* 

Bill  in  Equity  to  enforce  Vendor's  Lien  on  Land. 

1.  Competfucy  of  party  as  ivitness;  to  prove  transactions  with  decetlent. 
Under  a  bill  to  enforce  an  alleged  lien  on  land,  filed  by  the  personal  rep- 
resentative of  the  deceased  vendor,  the  defendant  is  incompetent  to  tes- 
tify in  his  own  behalf,  as  to  any  transactions  between  himself  and  the 
decedent  (Code,  $  3058),  unless  called  to  testifj'  by  the  complainant. 

2.  Objections  to  evidence;  when  and  how  madf. — When  interrogatories 
propounded  to  a  party,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  call  for  illegal 
evidence,  objection  should  be  taken  V)efore  filing  cross-interrogatories ;. 
but  this  rule  does  not  prevail,  when  the  illegality  of  the  evidence  is  un- 
known, or  is  only  disclosed  by  the  answers. 

3.  Same. — Objecting  to  interrogatories  which  call  for  illegal  evidence, 
without  more,  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  before  the  chancellor  the  question 
of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence :  there  must  be,  also,  written  excep- 
tions signed  by  counsel,  specifying  the  portions  of  the  testimony  sought 
to  be  suppressed. 

4.  Same. — Motions  to  suppress  testimony,  founded  on  exceptions  duly 
filed,  are  pro|)erly  heard  before  entering  on  the  trial ;  or,  by  consent,  they 
may  be  heard  and  determined  in  connection  with  the  main  cause ;  but, 
when  the  parties  proceeil  to  a  hearing  by  agreement,  stipulating  that  the 
chancellor  may  disallow  all  illegal  evidence,  this  "  rather  loose  practice 
has  a  tendency  to  cast  on  the  chancellor  so  much  unnecessary  labor,  that 
he  may  very  justly  refuse  to  act  on  such  agreement." 

5.  .S'rtJH^.— Objections  to  evidence  can  not  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
in  this  court,  but  are-  waived  when  not  properly  taken  before  the  chan- 
cellor. 

Apaeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

D.  P.  Lewis,  for  appellant. 

Brandon  «fe  Jones,  contra. 

STONE,  J. — The  present  bill  was  tiled  to  enforce  an  alleged 
vendor's  lien.  The  sale  to  Dement  was  made  in  1869,  and  a 
conveyance  made  by  T.  T.  Binford,  who  then  held  the  legal 
title.  The  deed  contains  the  usual  recital  of  purchase-money 
paid.  This  suit  was  brought  in  1S79, — more  than  ten  vears 
after  the  purchase.  No  written  promise  to  pay  the  purc^iase- 
money  is  produced,  and  it  is  shown  that  none  was  ever  given. 
T.  T.  Binford,  the  grantor  in  the  conveyance,  died  about  1875, 
and  this  suit  was  brought  by  his  administrator.  The  chief,  if 
not  the  only  legal  testimony,  if  properly  e.xcepted  to,  that  any 
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portion  of  the  purclias3-monej  was  left  unpaid,  is  found  in  the 
answer  of  defendant. 

Dafendant,  Dement,  had  his  own  testimony  taken  in  his  own 
behalf.  Many  objections  were  filed  to  the  interrogatories,  and 
to  answers  to  b3  elicited  thereby;  which  objections  preceded 
the  tilino:  of  cro33-interro"ratories  to  this  witness.  The  main 
point  of  the  objections  is,  that  the  said  interrogatories  sought  to 
prove  by  this  witness  transactions  with,  and  statements  by  com- 
plainant's intestate. — Code  of  1876,  §  3058.  There  can  be  no 
question,  that  the  defendant  was  in  competent  to  testify  for  him- 
self on  this  question,  unless  called  to  testify  by  the  opposite 
party. — Dudley  v.  Steele,  71  Ala.  423. 

To  raise  this  question,  brought  to  view  as  it  was  by  the  in- 
terrogatories themselves,  it  was  necessary  that  the  objections 
should  be  taken  before  proceeding  to  file  cross-interrogatories. 
Failing  to  do  so,  would  have  been  a  waiver  of  all  objection  to 
the  testimony,  on  that  known  ground.  The  rule  is  different, 
w^hen  the  ground  of  incompetenc}"  is  unknown,  or  only  disclosed 
by  the  answers  of  the  witness.  Exception  can  then  be  taken, 
even  after  publication. — 3  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  349  to  352. 

It  is  not  enough,  however,  that  objections  be  taken  to  the  in- 
terrogatories. Such  objections  do  not  bring  the  question  before 
the  chancellor,  nor  call  for  his  ruling  upon  them.  They  are 
the  predicate — a  necessary  predicate — for  exceptions  to  be  after- 
wards filed,  but  are  not  exceptions  to  be  ruled  on.  Such  ex- 
ceptions are  in  writing,  signed  by  counsel ;  specify  the  portions 
of  the  testimony  sought  to  be  suppressed,  and  become  a  part  of 
the  file.  And  if  the  ruling  on  them,  or  a  failure  to  rule  on 
them,  is  sought  to  be  reviewed  in  this  court,  they  are  a  neces- 
sary part  of  the  transcript.  In  this  way  we  are  informed  that 
the  chancellor's  attention  is  called  to  them,  and  that  they  were 
insisted  on  in  the  court  below. — KldrkJge  v.  Turner^  11  Ala. 
1049;  Jordan  v.  Jordan,  17  Ala.  466;  Walker  v.  Smith, 
28  Ala.  569. 

Motions  to  suppress,  founded  on  exceptions  thus  filed,  are 
properly  heard  before  entering  upon  the  trial. — Beattie  v. 
Ahercromhie,  18  Ala.  9.  By  consent,  however,  they  may  be, 
and  frequently  are  heard  and  determined  in  connection  with  the 
main  cause.  So,  we  have  knowledge  that,  in  a  generous,  if  not 
loose  practice,  parties,  by  agreement,  sometimes  proceed  to  trial, 
stipulating  that  the  chancellor  may  disallow  all  illegal  evidence. 
The  first  named  of  these  practical  departures  we  have  not  con- 
sidered it  our  duty  to  condemn.  The  last  has  a  tendency  to 
cast  on  the  chancellor  so  much  unnecessary  labor,  that  we  think 
he  might  very  justly  refuse  to  act  on  such  agreement. 

In  the  present  record y  we  find  no  exceptions  filed  to  an}-  part 
of  the  testimony.     The  chancellor  in  his  decree  says  :     "  There 
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is  no  motion  to  suppress  any  portion  of  the  testimony.  Ob- 
jections to  interrogatories,  without  more,  are  not  sufficient,  nor 
the  equivalent  of  objections  to  testimony,  or  a  motion  to  sup- 
press testimony."  Tins  is  certainly  true,  and  the  result  is,  that 
no  valid  objection  was  made  in  the  court  below  to  any  testimony 
found  in  this  record.  Such  question  can  not  be  raised  in  this 
court  for  the  first  time. 

The  chancellor  dismissed  complainant's  bill,  and  decreed  for 
defendant.  The  defendant,  in  his  own  testimony,  affirms  most 
positively  that  he  paid  all  the  purchase-money, — making  the  last 
payment  in  1871.  His  vendor  lived  four  years  afterwards,  and 
there  is  testimony  tending  to  show  he  was  in  straitened  circum- 
stances. No  writing  was  taken  evidencing  the  debt,  and  the 
purchaser  was  left  quietly  in  possession  for  ten  years,  before 
this  suit  was  brought.  We  do  not  find  enouiijh  in  this  record 
to  show  clearly  that  the  chancellor  erred. — Nooe's  Excuior  v. 
Gamer'' 8  Adm^r,  TO  Ala.  443. 

Affirmed. 


Keel  V.  Larkin. 

Contest  of  Claim  to  Homestead  Exemption. 

1 .  Surety's  rights,  as  apainst  fraudulent  and  voluntary  conveyances. — A 
surety  is  a  creditor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds  (Code, 
^  2124),  and  entitled  to  protection  against  fraudulent  and  voluntary  con- 
veyances, from  the  time  when  his  contingent  liability  was  assumed,  al- 
though he  has  no  technical  right  of  action  until  he  has  paid  the  debt. 

2.  Exemptions;  detenniiwd  by  what  laiv. — As  against  creditors,  the 
right  to  a  homestead  or  other  exemption,  its  value  and  extent,  must  be 
determined  by  the  law  which  was  of  force  when  the  debt  was  contractetl ; 
and  when  the  creditor  is  a  surety,  by  the  law  which  was  of  force  when  his 
liability  was  assumed. 

3.  &ame;  reuewal  of  debt,  or  change  of  parties. — The  mere  renewal  of  a 
debt,  or  the  novation  of  an  old  debt  by  a  new  one,  does  not  affect  the 
debtor's  right  of  exemption ;  but,  when  a  new  liability  is  created,  by 
reason  of  change  of  parties,  or  otherwise,  and  it  is  taken  in  full  payment 
and  discharge  of  the  original  debt,  the  right  of  exemption  is  measured 
by  the  law  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  new  obligation. 

4.  ]Mien  note  or  bill  operates  as  payment. — The  giving  bv  a  debtor  of 
his  own  bill  or  note,  though  negotiable,  does  not  operate  to  discharge  the 
debt,  unless  it  is  accepted  as  an  absolute  pavment;  but,  while  it  is  re- 
garded, prima  facie,  as  only  collateral  or  addlfional  security,  all  the  au- 
thorities concur  that,  by  express  agreement,  it  may  \>e  regarded  as  a  sat- 
isfaction and  a  bar. 

5.  Same. — The  Knglish  cases  require  an  express  agreement,  unless 
the  bills  received  have  been  negotiated,  and  are  outstanding  against  the 
defendant;  but  the  modem  American  authorities,  viewing  it  as  a  ques- 
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tion  of  intention,  hold  that  an  implied  agreement,  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury  from  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts,  may  have  the  same  effect; 
and  this  is  adopted  by  this  court  as  the  correct  rule. 

6.  Lien  of  execution;  how  affected  hy  delay  or  suspension. — As  against 
the  defendant  in  execution,  his  neirs,  or  personal  representatives,  the  lien 
of  an  execution  is  not  lost  or  suspended  by  the  plaintiff's  direction  to  the 
sheriff  to  hold  it  up,  since  they  can  not  be  thereby  prejudiced. 

7.  Contest  of  claim  of  homestead  exemption;  where  originated  and  tried. 
When  an  execution,  issued  on  a  judgment  in  the  Circuit  Court,  is  re- 
ceived by  the  sheriff  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  but  is  not  levied 
until  after  his  death  (Code,  §  3213),  and  a  homestead  is  thereupon  claimed 
by  the  widow  ;  the  execution  and  claim  are  properly  returned  into  the 
Circuit  Court,  where  a  contest  of  the  claim  may  be  originated  and  tried; 
and  it  is  not  proper  that  the  contest  should  be  originated  in  the  Probate 
Court,  and  certified  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  trial. 

8.  Sale  of  lands  tinder  execution,  after  defendant' s  death. — When  an 
execution  is  received  by  the  sheriff  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  and 
its  lien  is  preserved  as  authorized  by  the  statute  (Code,  §§  3213,  2633), 
lands  may  be  sold  under  a  levy  made  after  his  death,  as  if  he  were  still 
alive. 

9.  Claim  of  homestead  exemption  by  widotv;  proceedings  under. — When 
a  homestead  exemption  is  claimed  bj"^  the  widow  in  lands  on  which  an' 
execution,  received  by  the  sheriff  during  the  Ufe  of  the  defendant,  is 
levied  after  his  death ,  the  proceedings  for  its  allotment  should  be  gov- 
erned by  section  2832  of  the  Code,  and  not  by  section  2841. 

10.  Proof  of  transactions  with  decedent;  who  may  testify  as  to. — AVhen  a 
homestead  exemption  is  claimed  b}'  the  widow  and  infant  children  of  the 
deceased  defendant  in  execution,  and  their  claim  is  contested  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  surety  who  is  bound  for  the  debt  on  which  the  judgment  is 
founded,  though  not  a  party  to  the  contest,  is  incompetent  to  testify  to 
any  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  deceased  defendant  (Code, 
§  3058),  since  he  is  beneficially  interested  in  the  result. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

This  was  a  contest  as  to  the  right  to  a  homestead  exemption 
in  lands,  between  William  R.  Larkin,  plaintiff  in  execution 
against  Lemuel  G.  Mead,  deceased,  and  Mrs.  Mary  F.  Mead, 
his  widow  (now  the  wife  of  C.  C.  Keel),  and  her  two  infant 
children,  as  claimants.  The  case  was  before  this  court,  on  a 
former  appeal,  at  its  December  term,  1880,  when  the  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  was  remanded. 
Mead  v.  Larkin.,  66  Ala.  87.  The  tract  of  land  claimed  con- 
tained about  one  hundred  and  forty  acres,  arid  its  , value  was 
proved  to  be  from  ^1,200  to  $l,5(t() ;  and  it  was  part  of  a  larger 
tract,  containing  about  four  hundred  acres,  on  which  the  said 
Lemuel  G.  Mead  resided  at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  oc- 
curred on  the  14th  January,  1-878.  •  The  plaintiff's  judgment 
against  said  Mead,  on  which  was  issued  the  execution  levied  on 
the  lands,  was  rendered  on  the  26th  October,  1876.  An  exe- 
cution on  this  judgment  was  issued  on  the  3d  November,  1877. 
and  levied  on  the  entire  tract  of  land  ;  and  this  execution  was 
returned  by  the  sheriff,  on  the  19tli  December,  1877,  "Ordered 
held  up  by  plaintiff."     Another  execution  was  issued  on  the 
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27th  April,  1878,  and  returned  on  the  12th  June,  "  No  prop- 
erty found."  A  third  execution  was  issued  on  the  ICth  Octo- 
ber, 1878,  and  a  fourth  on  the  3d  January,  1879,  each  of  which 
was  returned  "No  property  found."  An  alias  pluries  was  is- 
sued on  the  26th  March,  1879,  and  was  levied  on  the  entire 
tract  of  land ;  and  at  a  sale  under  this  levy,  on  the  9th  May, 
1879,  made  subject  to  the  right  of  homestead  exemption,  the 
plaintiff  himself  became  the  purchaser,  at  the  price  of  $200. 
The  widow's  claim  of  exemption,  in  behalf  of  herself  and  her 
infant  children,  was  tiled  in  the  office  of  the  probate  judge,  duly 
verified  by  affidavit,  on  the  31st  May,  1879;  and  the  plaintiff's 
affidavit  contesting  the  claim  was  filed  in  the  Circuit  Court,  on 
the  2d  June,  1879. 

The  claimant  filed  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
"  because  no  contest  of  her  claim  was  made  in  the  Probate 
Court  of  said  county,  which  has  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  of 
said  decedent;  and  this  court  only  has  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
widow's  claim  of  homestead,  when  the  issues  are  made  up  in 
the  Probate  Court  under  section  2841  of  the  Code."  In  sup- 
port of  this  plea,  issue  being  joined  on  it,  the  claimant  intro- 
duced in  evidence  her  original  claim  of  exemption  filed  on  the 
31st  May,  1879,  and  the  records  of  the  said  Probate  Court 
showing  that  the  estate  of  said  Lemuel  G.  Mead  was  regularly 
declared  insolvent  by  said  Probate  Court  on  the  25th  Novem- 
ber, 1881 ;  that  she  thereupon  filed  her  claim  to  the  lands  as  a 
homestead  exemption,  in  said  Probate  Court,  on  the  2<)th  May, 
1882;  that  notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  administrator,  and 
the  claim  was  still  pending  and  undecided  in  that  court.  The 
court  overruled  and  disallowed  the  plea,  and  issue  was  then 
joined  on  the  grounds  of  contest. 

The  plaintiff's  judgment  was  founded  on  two  bonds,  or 
promissorv  notes  under  seal,  executed  l)y  said  Lemuel  G.  Mead 
and  one  Samuel  H.  Lewis  as  joint  obligors,  dated  December 
4th,  1874,  and  payable  one  and  two  years  after  date  respectively, 
to  the  plaintiff  or  order,  with  interest.  I^ewis  signed  the  notes, 
or  bonds,  as  the  surety  of  Mead,  and  the  action  was  brought 
against  both  of  them  ;  but,  I^ewis  not  being  served  with  process, 
the  action  was  discontinued  as  to  him,  and  judgment  taken  against 
Mead  alone.  A  separate  action  was  afterwards  brought,  and  judg- 
ment recovered  against  Lewis..  The  plaintiff  contended  that  the 
claim  of  exemption  was  excessive  in  (piantity  and  value ;  that  the 
right  of  exemption,'  its  value  and  extent,  was  governed  by  the  stat- 
ute which  was  of  force  in  December,  186(»,  when  the  original  debt 
was  contracted  which  formed  the  consideration  of  said  notes  or 
bonds.  In  this  connection,  plaintiff  proved  that,  on  the  4th 
December,  1860,  said  Lemuel  (t.  Mead  executed  his  promissory 
note  for  1^4,230,  with  plaintiff  and  several  others  as  his  sureties, 
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Payable  to  the  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Samuel 
'ownsend,  deceased ;  that  on  the  27th  October,  1870,  the  sur- 
viving executor  recovered  a  judgment  on  this  note,  against  said 
Mead,  Larkin  (plaintiff),  and  another  one  of  the  sureties ;  that 
on  the  20th  February,  1871,  plaintiff  paid  one-half  of  this  judg- 
ment, which  then  amounted  to  $3,885.40,  the  other  half  being 
paid  by  the  other  surety ;  that  on  the  4th  December,  1 874, 
"there  was  a  settlement  between  said  Mead  and  Larkin,  on  ac- 
count of  Larkin's  payment  on  said  judgment  as  the  surety  of 
Mead,"  when  said  two  notes  or  bonds  were  given  for  the  balance 
due  on  account  of  said  payment,  after  deducting  the  value  of  a 
tract  of  land  w^hicli  Mead  had  conveyed  to  his  said  sureties.  R. 
C.  Brickell,  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  by  whom  the  notes  were 
written,  and  who  was  a  party  to  the  settlement,  being  asked 
"  whether  there  was  any  agreement  between  Mead  and  Larkin 
that  said  notes  should  be  taken  as  payment  of  the  said  debt 
from  Mead  to  Larkin,"  answered,  "  I  have  no  recollection  that 
there  was  any  agreement  in  reference  to  that  matter."  Said 
witness  further  testified,  on  cross-examination,  that  at  the  time 
said  settlement  was  made  there  was  a  bill  pending  in  the  Chan- 
cery Court  of  Jackson  county,  by  which  Larkin  was  seeking  to 
condemn  a  fund  of  about  $2,000,  which  he  had  attached,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  his  demand  against  Mead  ;  and  that  this  suit  was 
dismissed,  by  the  written  directions  of  the  plaintiff,  on  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  the  two  notes  on  the  settlement. 

Samuel  IL  Lewis,  a  witness  for  the  defendants,  testified  "  that 
he  was  present  with  said  Mead  and  plaintiff,  when  the  said 
bonds  were  signed,  and  at  the  time  referred  to  by  said  Brickell. 
Defendants  offered  to  prove  by  said  witness  relevant  statements 
and  declarations  made  by  said  Mead,  in  the  presence  and  hear- 
ing of  said  plaintiff,  at  that  time;  to  which  plaintiff  objected, 
because  of  Lewis'  interest  and  Mead's  death.  The  court  sus- 
tained the  objection,  holding  that  said  Lewis  was  incompetent 
to  testify  as  to  transactions  had  with,  or  statements  made  by  said 
decedent ;  to  which  ruling  and  decision  the  defendants  ex- 
cepted." This  was  all  the  evidence  offered  in  reference  to  the 
settlement,  or  the  circumstances  attending  the  execution  of  the 
notes. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  in  writing,  as  follows :  "  This 
is  a  proceeding  known  as  a  contest  of  the  claim  of  exemption, 
set  up  by  the  defendants  to  the  property  levied  on  by  the  sheriff' 
under  an  execution  issued  from  this  court  in  favor  of  W.  R. 
Larkin,  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause.  The  plaintiff  claims  to  be  a 
judgment  creditor  of  Lemuel  G.  Mead,  deceased,  and  the  de- 
fendants are  the  widow  and  minor  children  of  said  Mead.  The 
burden  of  proof  in  this  issue  is  on  the  plaintiff,  and  it  devolves 
on  him  Urst  to  show  to  your  satisfaction  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
Vol.  i.xxii. 
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deatli  of  said  Mead,  he  had  a  judgineDt  a^inst  said  Mead,  and 
had  issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  tiie  sheriff,  while  said 
Mead  was  in  life,  an  execution  on  his  said  judguient ;  and  fur- 
ther, that  he  had  executions  on  his  said  judgment  regularly 
issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sherin,  without  the  lapse 
of  an  entire  term  intervening  between  the  times  of  holding 
courts  in  this  county,  up  to  the  time  of  the  levy  by  the  sheriif 
on  the  lands  claimed  by  the  defendants.  The  terms  of  the  court 
were  held  by  law  in  February  and  October  ;  and  if  the  jdry  find, 
from  the  proof,  that  between  the  October  term,  1877,  and  the 
f^ebruary  term,  1878,  an  execution  was  issued,  and  received  by 
the  sheriff  during  the  life  of  the  said  L.  G.  Mead  ;  and  that  exe- 
cutions were  regularly  issued  between  October  and  February  of 
each  year,  and  such  executions  were  each  received  h>y  the  sheriff, 
up  to  the  time  the  levy  was  made  and  claim  of  exemption  filed 
by  the  defendants ;  then  the  plaintiff  has  shown  his  right  to 
have  the  lands  condemned  and  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  his 
debt,  unless  the  lands  so  levied  on  are  exempt  from  execution 
for  the  payment  of  debt*.  It  is  admitted  by  plaintiff,  that  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  some  exemption,  to-wit :  8500  worth 
of  the  land,  including  the  homestead  ;  and  the  defendants  insist, 
that  they  are  entitled  to  the  entire  tract  claimed  by  them.  Un- 
der our  law,  the  amount  of  the  exemption  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  law  which  was  in  force  at  the  time  the  contract  was  made, 
or  the  debt  created.  The  question,  then,  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine, is,  when  was  the  liability  of  Mead  to  Larkin  created.  By 
our  law,  one  who  becomes  the  surety  of  another,  upon  payment 
of  the  debt  by  him,  becomes  entitled  to  every  remedy  which 
the  creditor  has  against  the  principal  debtor,  to  enforce  every 
security  and  all  means  of  payment,  and  to  stand  in  the  place  of 
the  original  creditor;  and  no  property  can  be  claimed  as  exempt 
from  such  del>r,  in  the  hands  of  the  surety,  that  could  not  l>e 
claimed  as  exempt  from  the  original  debtor.  If,  therefore,  the 
jury  find  that  Larkin  l>ecame  surety  for  Mead,  and,  as  such 
surety,  paid  the  debt,  or  a  part  tiiereof,  then  he  is  subrogated 
to  the  rights  of  Townsend's  executor,  and  no  property  could  be 
claimed  as  exempt  by  the  defendants  against  Larkin  which 
Mead  could  not  have  claimed  against  Townsend's  executor,  un- 
less Larkin  had  made  a  new  contract,  by  which  the  original 
debt  was  paid,  and  a  new  debt  created.  Mrs.  Mead  and  her  chil- 
dren occupy  the  same  position  that  Mead  would  occupy,  if  he 
were  living,  and  are  entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  claim  to  ex- 
emption that  he  would  have.  The  fact  that  the  exeeutio?)  jirft 
Issued  was  held  uphy  pUiintiff^dia  not  destroy  the  lien  of  such 
execution  ;  and  such  lieu,  not  being  so  affected  or  destroyed  as  to 
Mead,,  is  not  destroyed  as  to  these  defend  ants  y  and  not  being  de- 
stroyed,, the  jurt/  must  receive  such  execution  as  though  no  such 
32 
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indorsement  had  been  made  on  it.  The  debt  of  Mead  to  Town- 
se7id\^  executor,  having  been  paid  by  Zarkin,  then  became  the 
debt  of  Mead  to  Larkin  •  and  the  exemption  laio  of  1860  ap)plies 
to  this  case,  unless  the  evidence  shows  that  the  said  debt  has  been 
paid.  The  mere  giving  of  the  note  by  Mead  and  Lewis  to  Lar- 
Ivin  does  not  discharge  or  pay  said  old  debt,  unless  there  was  an 
agi'eement,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  said  note,  that  such 
note  should  be  received  in  payment  of  said  old  del)t ;  and  whether 
or  not  there  was  such  an  agreement,  is  for  the  jury  to  deter- 
mine. In  determining  whether  there  was  such  an  agreement, 
the  jury  must  look  to  all  the  facts  attending  the  settlement  of 
December  4th,  1874;  such  as,  that  the  debt  was  then  in  judg- 
ment in  Madison  county,  the  pendency  of  the  suit  in  the  Chan- 
cery Court  of  Jackson  county,  the  giving  of  the  new  note  with 
surety,  the  dismissal  of  said  chancery  suit,  and  all  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances attending  such  settlement  as  ma}'  be  shown  by  all 
the  proof.  If  the  jury  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  old 
debt  was  settled  and  paid  by  the  negotiations  entered  into  by 
and  between  Larkin  and  Mead,  culminating  in  the  execution  of 
said  notes  by  Mead  and  Lewis,  payable  to  Larkin,  then  the  ex- 
emption law  which  was  in  force  in  1874  would  be  applicable, 
and  the  verdict  of  the  jury  should  be  for  the  defendants.  If 
however,  the  jury  should  find  that  the  said  notes  of  December 
Jfih,  187 Jf,  vjere  not  [given  ?]  in  ])ayinent  of  the  old  debt,  and  re- 
ceived by  Larkin  in  payinent  cf  said  debt,  then  the  exemption 
lav:  vjhich  was  in  force  in  1860  applies  to  this  case  y  and  by  that 
law,  lands  in  value  not  exceeding  85<'0,  including  the  improve- 
ments, and  in  amount  not  exceeding  320  acres,  would  be  exempt. 
Under  the  issue  as  framed  in  this  case,  the  jury  will  have  to  as- 
certain the  value  of  the  land  conceded  by  plaintiff  to  be  exempt, 
to-wit^'^  describing  a  portion  containing  about  forty-five  acres; 
"  and  their  verdict  must  then  be,   '  We,  the  jury,  find  the  issue 

for  plaintiff,  and  ass'ess  the  value  of^  said  land,  ^at  $ . '  " 

To  the  several  italicized  portions  of  this  charge,  exceptions 
were  duly  reserved  by  the  defendants,  and  also  to  the  following 
charges  given  on  request  of  the  plaintiff: 

1.  "  Altliough  the  jury  may  find  that  Mead  and  Lewis,  on 
December  4th,  1874,  gave  the  two  notes  in  proof  for  the  ante- 
cedent debt  of  January,  1860,  or  so  much  thereof  as  Larkin  had 
paid  as  the  surety  of  Mead  ;  in  such  case,  Lewis  could  plead  the 
exemption  law  of  1872-3,  which  allowed  160  acres,  under  his 
contract;  but  neither  said  Mead,  nor  his  widow  and  minor  heirs, 
could  claim  a  greater  exemption  than  existed  to  him.  Mead,  in 
1860,  when  he  entered  into  the  original  contract;  and  the  ex- 
emption or  homestead,  under  that  law  (1860),  was  the  residence 
and  lands  of  the  value  of  $500." 

2.  "  The  giving  of  a  note  for  an  antecedent  debt  will  not 
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operate  in  law  to  discharge  such  debt,  unless  at  the  time  it  was 
accepted  as  an  absolute  payment.  Prima  facie,  such  a  trans- 
action is  to  be  con.sidered  as  a  collateral,  or  additional  security  ; 
but,  if  there  was  an  express  agreement  to  receive  such  new  note 
as  a  satisfaction,  or  payment  of  the  old  debt,  then  it  would 
be  a  payment.  It  is  incumbent  on  the  pei*son  pleading  such 
new  note,  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  old  debt,  to  show  that  there 
was  an  express  agreement  at  the  time  to  accept  the  new  note  as 
a  payment,  and  not  as  an  extension  of  the  time  of  payment." 

3.  "  Neither  the  taking  of  a  new  note  with  security,  for  an 
antecedent  debt,  nor  the  dismissal  of  a  bill  in  chancery  tiled  for 
the  purpose  of  collecting  the  amount  due  the  plaintiff  on  such 
antecedent  debt,  nor  the  taking  of  lands  in  part  payment,  will 
operate  in  law  a  payment  or  extinguishment  of  the  antecedent 
debt,  without  more  and  other  proof  showing,  clearly  and  satis- 
factorily, that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  give  and  ac- 
cept such  new  notes  as  a  payment;  and  it  is  incumbent  on  the 
pei'son  pleading  such  matters  as  a  payment  to  show  to  the  jury, 
clearly  and  satisfactorily,  either  by  an  express  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties  at  the  time,  that  the  notes  were  so  given  and 
accepted  at  the  time,  or  to  show  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury, 
from  facts  and  circumstances  equivalent  to  an  express  agree- 
ment, that  both  of  the  parties  so  gave  and  accepted  the  new 
notes  at  the  time  as  a  payment." 

The  defendants  requested  the  following  charges: 

1.  ''If  the  jury  find  that  Larkin  abandoned  his  claim  upon 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  Townsend's  executor,  and  dismissed 
the  bill  filed  to  collect  the  same,  and  relied  on  the  said  notes 
given  on  December  4th,  1874,  and  sued  on  the  same,  obtaining 
judgments  against  both  Mead  and  Lewis;  then  the  jury  are  au- 
thorized to  ])resume  that  the  said  notes  were  taken  in  payment 
of  the  said  judgment,  and  the  exemption  law  of  1874  would 
govern  the  case,  and  the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  160 
acres  as  exempt  from  execution  sale." 

2.  "If  the  two  notes  of  December  4th,  1874,  were  given  by 
said  Mead  and  Lewis,  and  received  by  Larkin,  not  as  a  renewal 
of  the  debt  evidenced  by  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Townsend's 
executor,  but  as  payment  of  the  l)alance  due  Larkin  on  said 
judgment ;  then  such  notes  constituted  a  new  debt,  to  which 
the  exemption  law  of  force  in  1874  applies.  The  jury  will  con- 
sider whether  or  not  a  new  security  was  given  upon  said  notes, 
and  whether  or  not. the  pending  suit  of  Larkin  v.  Mead,  to  col- 
lect said  judgment,  was  dismissed  upon  the  delivery  of  said 
notes;  and  if  they  find  that  such  new  security  was  given,  and 
such  suit  dismissed,  they  can  look  to  these  facts  as  tending  to 
show  that  the  notes  were  received,  not  as  a  renewal,  but  as  a 
payment."  • 


600  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Keel  V.  Lark  in.] 

3,  "  If  the  jury  find  that  Larkin  abandoned  his  claim  upon 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  Townsend's  executor,  and  dismissed 
the  bill  filed  to  collect  the  same,  and  relied  on  the  notes  given 
December  4th,  1874,  and  sued  on  the  same,  obtaining  judg- 
ments against  both  Mead  and  Larkin  ;  the  jury  should  consider 
these  facts  as  tending  to  show  that  the  said  notes  were  taken  in 
payment  of  the  said  judgment,  and  the  exemption  law  of  1874 
would  govern  this  case,  and  the  defendants  would  be  entitled 
to  160  acres  exempt  from  execution  and  sale." 

4.  "If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  an  execution 
issued  from  Larkin's  judgment  on  the  3d  December,  1877,  re- 
turnable to  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson  county, 
and  was  received  by  the  sherifi^,  and  was  levied  by  him  on  the 
real  estate  of  the  said  Lemuel  G.  Mead  on  the  14th  December, 
1877,  and  was  held  up  by  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  as  recited 
and  shown  in  and  by  the  return  thereon  indorsed,  and  also  that 
said  Mead  died  on  the  14th  January,  1878  ;  then  the  lien  of  the 
execution  was  lost,  and  the  homestead  rights  of  Mead's  wife 
and  children  attached,  and  could  not  be  defeated  by  a  subse- 
quent levy." 

The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and  the  defendants 
excepted  to  their  refusal ;  and  they  now  assign  as  error  the  sev- 
eral adverse  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence, 
and  in  the  charges  given  and  refused. 

"Walker  &  Shelby,  for  appellants. 

Robinson  &  Brown,  contra.     (Xo  briefs  on  file.) 

SOMERYILLE,  J. — A  contingent  liability  is  as  fully  pro- 
tected against  fraudulent  and  voluntary  conveyances,  as  a  claim 
which  is  certain  and  absolute ;  and,  as  often  decided,  *'  one  whose 
claim  accrued  from  a  contract  in  existence  at  the  time  such  con- 
veyance is  made,  is  a  creditor  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  frauds." — Fearn  v.  Ward,  65  Ala.  33  ;  Bibb  v.  Freeman, 
59  Ala.  612 ;  Jenkins  v.  Lochard's  Adin^r,fo<o  Ala.  377 ;  Brandt 
on  Sur.  §  258.  The  rights  of  the  surety,  or  other  contingent 
promisor,  are  regarded,  for  many  purposes,  as  commensurate  in 
point  of  time  with  the  date  of  the  suretyship,  and  not  with  the 
date  when  the  surety  actually  paid  the  security  debt  for  the 
principal.  The  claim  of  the  surety,  in  other  words,  is  con- 
sidered as  having  existed,  so  far  as  to  constitute  him  a  creditor, 
at  the  time  he  incurred  the  contingent  liability,  being  dehitum 
in pre8enti,'solvendum.  in  futuro ',  his  subsequent  payment  of 
the  debt  extending  back  by  relation  to  that  date,  although  no 
demand,  or  right  of  action,  technically  accrues  until  a  subsequent 
date.     The  surety  is  thus,  in  a  certain  sense,  subrogated  to  the 
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rights  of  the  creditor  whose  claim  he  has  been  compelled  to 
pav. — Bump  on  Fraud.  Convey.  488-489;  Seicard  v.  Jackson^ 
8  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  400;  Gannard  v.  Edam,  20  Ala.  732;  Cato  v. 
Eiisleij,  2  Stew.  214;  Jenkins  v.  Zockard^ft  Adm^r,  66  Ah.  377. 

2.  This  principle  applies  to  a  claim  of  exemption  preferred 
by  a  debtor,  to  property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  a  creditor's  judgment.  Parties  entering  into  contracts 
are  presumed  to  have  in  view  such  exemption  laws  and  rights 
as  are  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  contract. — Kelly  v.  Garrett, 
€7  Ala.  304,  309;  Smith's  Ex.  v.  Cockrell,  66  Ala.  64;  Xelmn 
V.  AfcCrary,  60  Ala.  301 ;  Gunn  v.  Barry,  15  Wall.  610.  As 
against  a  surety,  therefore,  who  has  paid  the  debt  of  the  prin- 
cipal, the  right  of  the  debtor  to  a  homestead,  or  other  exemp- 
tions, as  to  tlieir  value  and  extent  are  to  be  determined  by  the 
law  which  was  in  force  when  the  contract  of  suretyship  was  en- 
tered into,  and  not  by  the  law  in  force  when  the  debt  was  ac- 
tually paid ;  although,  by  express  provision  of  the  statute,  the 
method  and  remedies  for  ascertaining  and  determining  such  ex- 
emptions are  the  same  in  each  case. — Code,  1876,  jj  2844; 
Eearn  v.  Word,  65  Ala.  33  ;  Kelly  v.  Garrett,  67  Ala.  309, 
sripra. 

The  surety  debt  here  created  bears  date  Deceml)er  4th,  1860; 
and  the  exemption  allowed,  if  allowable  at  all,  must  be  governed 
by  the  law  in  force  at  the  date  of  its  creation,  uvless  it  iras paid 
and  ej-tinguished  by  the  notes  of  Mead  and  Lewis,  which  are 
alleged  to  have  been  taken  subsequently  In'  Larkin  in  satisfac- 
tion of  his  claim  against  Mead.  These  notes  are  two  in  num- 
ber, each  bearing  date  December  4th,  1874,  and  payable  to 
Larkin,  in  the  sum  of  six  hundred  and  thirty-four  92-100  dol- 
lars. They  were  executed  by  Mead  as  principal,  with  Lewis  as 
his  surety. 

3.  It  is  clear  that  the  mere  renewal,  or  novation,  of  an  old 
debt  by  a  new  one,  would  not  aifect  the  exemption  rights  of  a 
debtor.  But,  if  the  new  obligation,  taken  by  way  of  apparent 
renewal  or  extension,  creates  a  different  liability  by  reason  of  a 
change  of  parties,  or  otherwise,  and  is  received  with  the  agi'ee- 
ment  that  it  shall  be  taken  in  full  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
the  original  debt,  it  would  clearly  be  otherwise.  The  exemptions 
of  the  debtor  in  the  latter  instance,  as  against  the  creditor,  would 
be  measured  by  the  law  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the  new  ob- 
ligation. 

4.  Whether  a  new  security  of  no  higher  nature,  executed  by 
a  debtor,  is  taken  in  payment  and  discharge  of  a. pre-existing 
debt,  for  which  it  is  given,  is  a  question  of  intention. — 1  GreenL 
P^v.  ^  519.  The  giving  of  the  debtor's  own  note  or  bill,  even 
though  negotial)le,  does  not,  according  to  what  is  deemed  the 
better  doctrine,  as  settled  in  this  State,  operate  to  discharge 
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such  debt,  unless  accepted  in  absolute  payment.  Prima  facicy 
it  is  considered  only  as  collateral,  or  additional  security  ;  but  all 
the  authorities  are  "  in  harmony  as  to  the  proposition,  that  by 
express  agreement  it  may  be  regarded  as  a  satisfaction  and  a 
bar." — Day  v.  Thompson,  65  Ala.  269. 

5.  We  are  also  clearly  of  the  opinion,  that  it  may  as  well 
be  proved  likewise  by  an  implied  agreement  of  the  contracting 
parties.  Both  express  and  implied  contracts  are  founded  upon 
the  actual  agreement  of  the  parties,  the  only  distinction  between 
them  being  as  to  the  mode  of  proof,  or  evidence  by  which  they 
are  substantiated. — Story  on  Contr.  §  11.  There  are,  no  doubt, 
some  cases  so  free  from  ambiguity,  or  opportunity  for  inference, 
as  that  a  court  could  legally  presume  such  intention  ;  but,  in  all 
cases  of  doubt,  it  is  well  settled  to  be  a  matter  proper  for  the 
determination  of  a  jury,  who  w-ould  have  a  right  to  consider  all 
the  relevant  circumstances  of  the  case  throwing  any  light  upon 
the  question  of  intention. — 2  Parsons  Contr.  267;  Myatts  v. 
Bell,  n  Ah.  222;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §§  527,  519;  Fulford  v. 
Johnson,  15  Ala.  386  ;  Bart  v.  Boiler,  15  S.  &  R.  (Penn.)  162  ; 
1  Addison  Contr.  §  333  (note  1).  It  is  true  that  the  English 
decisions  have  adopted  the  view,  that  there  must  be  an  express^ 
agreement,  or  else  that  the  bills  alleged  to  have  been  received 
in  payment  must  have  been  negotiated  and  remained  outstand- 
ing against  the  defendant ;  and  some  of  the  earlier  American 
decisions  concurred  in  this  doctrine.  But,  as  Mr.  Parsons  ob- 
serves, the  modern  authorities  seem  to  be  coming  together  in 
support  of  the  other  view.  "  In  almost  all  of  the  States  except 
New  York,"  he  says,  "  we  suppose  the  note  or  bill  of  the  debtor, 
or  of  a  third  party,  may  be  payment  by  implied,  as  well  as  by 
express  agreement ;  for  there  is  no  reason  why  the  parties  should 
not  indicate  their  intention  by  actions,  as  well  as  by  vjords. 
Where  an  implied  agreement  may  be  shown  that  the  bill  or 
note  was  taken  in  payment,  all  the  facts  are  to  be  considered  by 
the  jury." — 2  Parsons  Bills  &  Notes,  pp.  159-161,  note  (t),  and 
cases  cited.  This  conclusion  seems  fully  sustained  by  the  au- 
thorities and  we,  think,  is  supported  by  sound  sense  and  good 
reason.     We,  therefore,  adopt  it  as  the  correct  rule. 

The  charge  of  tlie  court  was  opposed  to  this  view,  and  the- 
exception  based  on  it  must  be  sustained. 

6.  The  lien  of  the  execution  was  not  lost  or  suspended  by 
reason  of  the  plaintiff's  direction  to  hold  it  up.  Where  a  writ 
of  Ji.  fa.  is  issued  and  received  by  the  sheriff  during  the  life 
of  the  defendant,  as  was  the  case  here,  ''  it  may  be  levied  after 
his  decease,  or  an  alias  issued  and  levied,  if  there  has  not  been 
the  Uipse  of  an  entire  term,  so  as  to  destroy  the  lien  originally 
created^'' — Code,  t876,  §  3213.  It  is  clear  that  mere  delay  on 
the  plaintiff's  part,  in  executing  his  judgment,  will  not  affect 
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his  lien,  as  against  the  defendant  in  execution,  his  personal  rep- 
resentative, or  heirs,  who  presumptively  can  not  be  prejudiced 
by  it. — Dryer  v.  Graham^  58  Ala.  623.  The  principle  upon 
which  such  a  lien  is  lost  by  mere  suspension  is  that  of  delay  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  favoring  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution, at  the  expense  of  other  creditors,  whose  diligence  may 
be  thus  paralyzed  and  rendered  of  no  avail.  It  is,  therefore, 
justly  contined  to  junior  creditors,  mortgagees,  or  vendees  who 
acquire  intervening  rights  during  the  time  the  execution  may 
be  stayed  by  order  of  tlie  plaintiff. — Carlide  v.  Godwin,  Q^  Ala. 
137 ;  Dryer  v.  Graham,  tiupra ;  Johnson  v.  Williams,  8  Ala. 
529 ;  Dargan  v.  Waring,  11  Ala.  988 ;  Freeman  on  Ex.  §  206; 
Turner  v.  Lawrence,  11  Ala.  427;  Patton  v.  Ilayter,  15  Ala. 
18 ;  1  Brick.  Dig.  899,  §  140. 

7.  The  Circuit  Court  was  fully  authorized,  in  our  opinion, 
to  trv  the  issue  involving  the  claim  of  exemption  preferred  by 
the  defendants.  We  do  not  think  the  Probate  Court  was  com- 
petent to  do  so,  or  even  that  the  contest  should  have  been  in- 
augurated in  that  court,  with  the  view  of  having  the  issue  cer- 
tified to  the  Circuit  Court,  under  the  provisions  of  sections  2838 
and  2841  of  the  Qo^e.— Kelly  v.  Garrett,  67  Ala.  304. 

8.  The  execution  against  Mead,  the  decedent,  was  received 
by  the  sheriff  during  tlie  life  of  the  defendant ;  and  the  lien 
thus  created  was  preserved,  though  the  intluence  of  the  statute, 
by  not  permitting  the  lapse  of  an  entire  term  without  the  con- 
tinuous issue  and  levy  of  an  alias. — Code,  1876,  ^§  3213,  2633. 
Where  this  is  done,  the  statute  operates  to  authorize  a  sale  of  the 
land  by  the  sheriff,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  defendant  in 
execution  were  still  living. — Jojies  v.  Bay,  50  Ala.  599. 

9.  The  Code  does  not  seem  to  provide  expressly  for  the 
regulation  in  detail  of  a  claim  of  homestead  exemption  under 
these  circumstances.  Section  284(>  has  reference  onl}'  to  cases 
where  the  decedent  did  not.  at  the  time  of  his  death,  reside  on 
a  homestead  owned  by  him  ;  in  which  event,  the  widow  or  minor 
children  are  authorized  to  select  the  homestead,  from  any  other 
lands  owned  by  the  decedent.  We  think,  upon  clear  principles 
of  analogy,  the  provisions  of  section  2832  of  the  Code  apply  to 
this  case  with  less  friction  of  machinery  than  those  of  section 
2841.  The  present  execution  was  issued  from  a  court  of  record, 
and  necessarily  returnable  to  the  same  tribunal.  The  section 
in  (question  (2832)  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  sheriff,  or  other  of- 
ficer, levying  such  process  on  a  homestead,  "  to  sumnjon  forth- 
with three  disinterested  householders,"  whose  duty  it  shall  be 
"to  allot  and  set  off  the  homestead"  under  certain  regulations 
which  are  prescribed  in  detail ;  a  leading  and  important  feature 
of  which  is,  that  the  whole  proceeding  of  allotment  is  measur- 
ably dictated  according  to  the  election  of  the  owner,  with  the 
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limitation  only  as  to  value  and  acreage,  and  contiguity  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  debtor,  which  with  appurtenances  is  re- 
quired to  be  included.  These  commissioners  are  required  to 
make  a  return  of  their  written  report  under  oath,  after  the  exe- 
cution of  this  duty,  to  the  sheriff,  and  he  then  files  it  in  the 
court  to  which  the  execution  is  returnable. — Code,  §  2832. 

This  course  was  not  pursued  in  the  present  case.  The  sheriff 
made  no  appointment  of  the  requisite  commissioners,  and  hence 
there  was  no  report  which  could  be  made  the  basis  of  the  ex- 
emption contest,  \\;hich  the  plaintiff  in  execution  is  required  to 
inaugurate.  Nor  were  the  defendants,  or  claimants,  afforded 
any  opportunity  to  make  their  own  selection,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  our  constitution  describing  the  homestead,  which  is  au- 
thorized to  be  exempted  from  sale  under  legal  process,  as  one 
"  to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof." — Const.  1875,  Art.  x, 
§  1 ;  Code,  §§  2820,  2832. 

The  court  committed  no  error  in  striking  out  the  plea  to  its 
jurisdiction,  and  in  excluding  from  the  jury  as  evidence  the  ex- 
emption proceedings  in  the  Probate  Court,  to  w4iich  the  plain- 
tiff in  execution  was  never  a  party, 

10.  The  testimony  of  the  witness  Lewis  was  properly  ex- 
cluded, so  far  as  it  related  to  transactions  with  the  decedent. 
Mead.  He  was  the  surety  of  Mead  on  the  judgment  debt, 
w^hich  is  the  basis  of  the  present  proceeding,  and  was,  therefore, 
interested  in  the  result.  The  defendants  held  title  in  succession 
under  Mead  ;  and  any  diminution  of  the  rights  of  his  estate 
necessarily  operates  as  a  diminution  of  tlieirs,  and  e  cmiverso. 
The  rule  of  exclusion  established  by  the  statute  has  been  held 
to  embrace  many  who  are  heneficial,  though  not  nominal  par- 
ties to  suits. — Code,  §  3058  ;  McCrary  v.  liash,  60  Ala.  374 ; 
ITey  V.  Jo?ies,  52  Ala.  238 ;  Drew  v.  Simmons,  58  Ala.  463 ; 
Louis  V.  Easton,  50  Ala.  470  ;  Waldman  v.  Crommelin.  46  Ala. 
580  ;  Dismukes  v.  Tolsoti,  67  Ala.  386. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  must  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded. 

Brickell,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 


\ 


1882. J  OF  ALABAMA.  505 

[Bailey  v.  Irwin.] 


Bailey  v.  Ir>viii. 

Bill  in  Eipiity  to  enforce  Trunt  in  Ijinds. 

1.  Stntute  of  frauds  as  to  contracts  rclathifj  to  lamU;  how  pleaded. — Tlie 
{statute  of  frauds,  as  a  defense  in  equity  to  a  bill  which  seeks  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  relating  to  lands,  must  be  pleaded,  unless  the 
bill  shows  on  its  face  that  the  contract  is  ol)noxious  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute. 

2.  Parol  trust;  sufficiency  of  evidence  to  establish. — A  tru.st  in  lands, 
created  verbally,  can  not  be  established  in  etjnity,  unless  it  is  plain  and 
unambiguous  in  its  terms,  and  proved  by  clear  and  convincing  evidence; 
and  a  trust  in  {personal  property,  created  verbally,  and  dependent  en- 
tirely ui>on  oral  testimony,  can  only  be  established"  by  clear  and  explicit 
evidence. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Spkake,  as  special  referee,  un- 
der the  statute  approved  February  23d,  1881. — Session  Acts 
1880-81,  p.  m. 

The  bill  in  this  case  m'us  filed  on  the  25th  February,  1878,  by 
Helen  H.  Bailey,  an  infant,  who  sued  by  her  next  friend,  against 
William  C.  Irwin,  who  was  her  maternal  grandfather,  Samuel 
A.  Bailey,  her  father,  and  several  other  pereons ;  and  sought  to 
establish  and  enforce  an  alleged  trust  in  a  tract  of  land,  the 
title  to  which  the  said  Irwin  had  taken  in  his  own  name,  and 
to  certain  personal  property  in  his  possession,  consisting  of 
mules,  horses,  farming  implements,  &c.  The  complainant  was 
the  only  child  of  said  Samuel  A.  Bailey,  by  his  deceased  wife, 
Mary,  who  was  the  only  daughter  of  said  "William  C.  Irwin  ;  and 
she  sought  by  her  bill  to  establish  and  enforce  a  trust  in  the 
lands  and  personal  property,  on  two  grounds:  Ist,  that  a  large 
i3ortionof  the  ])urchase-money  of  the  property  was  advanced  by 
her  mother,  under  an  agreement  with  said  Irwin  that  it  should  be 
invested  by  him  in  the  lands  for  her  benefit,  although  he  took 
the  legal  title  in  his  own  name,  in  violation  of  said  agreement ; 
2d,  that  a  trust  arose  in  her  mother's  favor,  and  in  her  favor  on 
her  mother's  death,  by  operation  of  law,  on  account  of  the 
moneys  so  invested.  The  bill  was  filed  while  the  case  was 
pending  of  Siimuel  A.  Bailerj  v.  ir.  V.  Irwin  (reported  f^;j/<', 
pp.  467-76),  and  the  facts  in  the  two  cases  were  substantially 
the  same ;  the  complainant  here  recognizing  the  validity  of  the 
agreement  sought  to  he  enforced  in  that  case,  and  seeking  to 
enforce  the  alleged  trust  in  the  other  portions  of  the  property 
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not  embraced  in  that  agreement.  The  respondent  Irwin,  in  hi& 
answer,  denied  the  alleged  agreement,  and  the  alleged  use  of 
his  daughter's  money  in  making  the  purchase,  in  these  words : 
"  Respondent  purchased  the  said  property  in  his  own  name,  and 
claims  that  he  bought  the  land  for  himself  only.  He  did  not 
use  the  money  of  the  said  Mary,  his  daughter,  in  making  said 
purcluise,  but  used  his  own  money  only ;  borrowing  some  of  said 
money,  and  giving  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  same.  Respondent 
does  not  say,  and  has  not  said,  that  he  used  a  large  amount  of 
said  Mary's  money  in  the  purchase  of  said  land.  What  he  does 
say  is,  that  he  gave  said  Mary  certain  moneys,  a  portion  of 
W' hich,  amounting  to  $6,700,  she  returned  to  him  ;  and  that  said 
sum  was  used  in  part,  in  the  purcliaseof  said  property,  real  and 
personal."  Pie  also  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitaJ;ions  of  three, 
six,  and  ten  years.  ()n  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof, 
the  chancellor  dismissed  the  bill,  but  without  giving  any  reasons 
for  his  decree,  so  far  as  the  record  shows  ;  and  his  decree  is  now 
assigned  as  error. 

Humes  &  Gordon,  for  appellant. — The  testimony  in  this 
case  being  identical  with  that  in  the  case  of  Irwin  v.  Bailey y 
at  the  present  term,  the  appellant  relies  on  the  argument  sub- 
mitted in  that  case  on  the  facts.  That  a  resulting  trust  in  the 
lands  is  established  by  the  evidence,  see  Caple  v.  McCollum, 
27  Ala.  461 ;  Crothers  v.  Lay,  51  Ala.  390.  That  the  statute  of 
limitations  is  not  available  as  a  defense,  where  there  is  an  ex- 
press and  continuing  trust,  as  here,  see  cases  cited  in  2  Brick. 
Digest,  217-18,  §§  9-12. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  contra.     (Xo  brief  on  file.) 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — Whether  the  agreement  the  bill  seeks 
to  enforce,  so  far  as  it  concerns  lands,  is  not  offensive  to  the 
statute  (Code  of  1876,  ^  2199)  prohibiting  the  creation  of  trusts 
in  lands  otherwise  than  by  writing,  is  not  a  question  now  pre- 
sented. The  statue  is  a  substantial  re-enactment  of  the  seventh 
and  eight  sections  of  the  English  statute  of  frauds,  though  dif- 
fering in  phraseology,  and  has  the  same  purpose, — the  requisi- 
tion of  written  evidence  of  trusts  concerning  lands,  and  the  pro- 
hibition of  the  enforcement  of  such  trusts  resting  merely  in 
parol,  when  they  ai'ise  from  the  agreement  of  the  parties,  and 
do  not  result  from  the  implication  or  construction  of  law. 
Patton  V.  Beecher,  62  Ala.  579.  A  defense  arising  under  the 
statute  of  frauds,  unless  upon  the  face  of  the  bill  it  is  shown 
the  agreement  sought  to  be  enforced  is  not  in  writing,  must  be 
pleaded  ;  and  if  not  pleaded,  and  the  agreement  is  admitted,  or, 
if  denied,  is  established  by  proof,  it  will  be  enforced. — Patter- 
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son  V.  Ware,  10  Ala.  444.  The  statute  of  frauds  was  not 
pleaded  by  the  defendant  Irwin  ;  he  rested  upon  a  denial  of  the 
making  of  the  agreement;  and  the  case  is  consequently  reduced 
to  the  inquiry,  whether  the  agreement  as  alleged  is  proved. 

Though  the  statute. of  frauds  is  not  pleaded  or  relied  upon,  it 
is  essential  that  the  trust,  so  far  as  it  concerns  lands,  should  be 
plain  and  unambiguous,  and  shown  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence. — Slocum  v.  Marshall,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  397  ;  Mercer  v. 
Stark,  1  Sm.  vfe  Mar.  Ch.  479.  And  if  it  is  intended  to  fasten 
a  trust  upon  personal  property,  created  verbally,  and  depend- 
ent upon  merely  oral  testimony,  the  testimony  ought  to  be 
clear  and  explicit. — Perry  on  Trusts,  §  77.  We  have  carefully 
examined  the  evidence  in  this  cause,  and  are  of  opinion  that  it 
is  too  conflicting,  vague  and  indefinite,  to  establish  the  agreement 
alleged.  Such  was  the  conclusion  of  the  chancellor,  and  his 
decree  must  l)e  affirmed. 


Harris  v,  Moore. 

Bill  in  Et^uity  hy    Creditor,   to  set  a»ide  Fraudulent 
Conveyances. 

1.  Parties  to  hill. — When  a  creditor  at  large  files  a  bill  to  reach  and 
subject  lands  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed  by  his  debtor 
(Code,  ^  3880),  the  debtor  himself,  if  liviuir,  is  a  necessary  party  defend- 
ant to  the  bill ;  and  if  he  obtains  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy  pending  the 
suit,  his  assignee  is  a  necessary  party  defendant. 

2.  Textimonif  taken  before  cause  is  at  issue. — Testimony  taken  in  a 
chancery  cause  before  the  cause  is  at  issue  as  to  a  material  defendant,  is 
not  admissible  as  evidence  against  him  for  any  puriiose. 

3.  Suits  btf  foreign  e.teculors  or  ftdministrnlors. — Under  the  statutes 
which  were  of  force  in  18()7  (Rev.  Code,  ^§  2293-94),  a  foreign  executor 
or  administrator  on  the  estate  of  a  i>er.son  who,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
was  not  an  inhabitant  of  tiii.s  State,  but  had  i)roperty  here,  was  not  au- 
thorized to  maintain  a  suit  here,  if  letters  testamentary  or  of  administra- 
tion hail  been  granted  here ;  and  under  the  law  as  since  amended  (Code, 
§^  2037-38),  while  he  is  authorized  to  maititain  suits  and  recover  proper- 
ty here,  on  compliance  with  prescribed  conditions,  notwithstanding  the 
prior  appointment  of  a  domestic  administrator,  the  statute  expressly  de- 
clares that,  "  belorea  judgment  is  rendered  in  his  favor,  he  shall  prove 
to  the  i-ourt  that  he  lias  complied  in  all  respects  with  these  conditions, 
and,  failing  to  do  so,  can  not  recover." 

4.  Sfiine. — In  a  suit  brought  by  such  foreign  executor  or  administrator 
without  a  compliance  with'  these  statutory  conditions,  his  l)ill  being  ilis- 
misse<l  V)y  the  chancellor  on  other  grounds,  although  his  right  to  main- 
tain the  suit  was  denied  by  8j)ecial  plea;  this  court  is  bound  to  affirm 
the  decree,  although  the  statute  of  limitations  has  since  barred  a  recovery 
by  the  domestic  administrator. 
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Appeals  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

L.  P.  Walkeu,  and  Cabaniss  &  Ward,  for  appellant. — The 
chancellor  dismissed  these  bills  on  three  several  grounds :  1st, 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  could  not  be  sustained  under 
the  act  of  1877  (Code,  i$  2637),  because  the  bills  were  tiled  be- 
fore the  passage  of  that  statute;  2d,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  in  Tennessee,  by  which  the  complainant's  letters  were 
granted,  was  not  proved ;  3d,  that  the  execution  and  indorse- 
ment of  the  notes,  on  which  the  suits  were  founded,  was  not 
proved.  In  each  of  these  positions,  the  appellant  contends  that 
the  chancellor  erred.  (1.)  The  act  of  1877  contains  an  express 
provision,  making  it  apphcable  to  suits  then  pending ;  and  this 
feature  is  not  obnoxious  to  any  constitutional  provision. — Page 
V.  Matthews,  40  Ala.  547 ;  Peevey  v.  Cahaniss,  70  Ala.  253. 
For  analogous  decisions,  see  cases  cited  in  1st  Brick.  Digest, 
304,  §  59 ;  365,  §  73  ;  371,  §  158  ;  373,  §  175.  (2.)  The  grant 
of  letters  in  Tennessee  was  certified  as  required  by  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1790,  and  was  entitled  to  the  same  credit  and  ef- 
fect in  Alabama  as  in  Tennessee. — Ilanijyton  v.  McConnell, 
3  Wheaton,  234  ;  Slaughter  v.  Cunningham,  24  Ala.  260  ;  Gunn 
V.  Hoioell,  27  Ala.  663.  (3.)  The  original  notes  were  produced, 
and,  their  execution  not  being  denied  by  sworn  plea,  no  other 
proof  was  necessary. — Code,  §  3036  ;  Bonner  v.  1  oung,  68  Ala. 
35.  (4.)  The  demurrer  to  the  bill,  for  not  alleging  that  there 
was  no  resident  administrator,  was  properly  overruled. —  Cloud 
V.  Golightly,  5  Ala.  654.  The  case  last  cited  answers  the  argu- 
ment, that  complainant  failed  to  prove  a  compliance  with  our 
statutory  provisions,  as  required  by  section  2638  of  the  Code. 
Proof  of  such  compliance  was  not  required  by  the  appellees, 
nor  was  its  absence  noticed  by  the  chancellor ;  and  the  objec- 
tion ought  not  to  prevail  in  this  court,  to  prevent  a  reversal, 
after  a  recovery  by  the  domestic  administrator  has  been  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Jno.  D.  Brandon,  contra. — (1.)  The  demurrer  to  the  bills 
raised  the  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  was 
well  taken.  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  of  equity  pleading,  that 
the  bill  must  state  a  case  within  the  appropriate  jurisdiction  of 
the  court. — Cha^e  v.  Palmer,  25  Maine,  341 ;  Ilay  v.  Parker, 
12  Pick.  34;  Stephenson  v.  Davis,  36  Maine,  73;  Story's  Eq. 
PI.  §§241,  257,260-61;  Mitford  &  Tyler's  PI.  Eq.  246-48, 
Amer.  ed.  1876;  McDonald  v.  Insurance  Co.,  56  Ala.  470. 
(2.)  Complainant  sues  by  virtue  of  letters  of  administration 
granted  by  the  County  Court  of  Davidson  county,  Tennessee, 
and  alleges  in  her  bill  that  said  court  had  jurisdiction  "to  grant 
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letters  testamentary ;"  and  there  is  no  proof  of  the  laws  of 
Tennessee,  though  defendants  denied  and  demanded  proof. 
As  to' this  matter,  the  allegations  and  proof  are  equally  defect- 
ive.— Gunn  V.  Howell,  27  Ala.  063;  WiXKlicard  v.  JJmially, 
27  Ala.  198;  CockreU  v.  Gurley,  26  Ala.  405;  Bradley  v. 
Xorthern  Bank^  60  Ala.  252 ;  Minniecc  v.  Jeter,  65  Ala.  222 ; 
McThnahl  v.  Insurance  ( 'o.,  56  Ala.  470 ;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  5j  480  ; 
2  Brick.  Dig.  330,  §3.  (3.)  There  was  no  proof  that  the  notes 
were  executed  by  W.  H.  Moore,  and  indorsed  by  the  payees  to 
Harris ;  and  these  were  material  averments,  and  should  have 
been  proved. — McLane  A  Plmcman  v.  Riddle,  19  Ala.  180; 
McKinUy  v.  limine,  13  Ala.  681.  (4.)  There  was  no  decree 
j>ro  cotifesso  against  Moore  before  his  bankruptcy,  and  none 
was  taken  against  his  assignee;  nor  was  there  such  a  decree 
against  Bankhead.  The  cause  was,  tiierefore,  not  at  issue. 
Rules  Ch.  Pr.,  Xos.  30,  33,  52  ;  Mcintosh  v.  Atkinson,  63  Ala. 
241 ;  McGehee  v.  Lehman,  Dun'  cfe  Co.,  65  Ala.  315.  (5.) 
Moore's  discharge  in  bankruptcy  was  pleaded  and  proved,  and 
the  debts  sued  on  were  barred. — Bump  on  Bankruptcv,  518, 
524;  Nat.  Bank  r.  Olcott,  46  N.  Y.  12;  MlUerv.  Mckenzie, 
2<>  Amer.  Rep.  111.  The  bills  should  have  been  dismissed, 
because  filed  within  less  than  four  months  before  Moore's  peti- 
tion in  bankruptcv  was  filed. — X .  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  5044;  8  Bank. 
Reg.  473, 495  ;  31  Md.  478 ;  22  Wallace,  394.  (6.)  When  these 
bills  were  tiled,  there  was  no  law  authorizing  them,  because 
there  was  a  resident  administrator  already  appointed  in  Ala- 
bama ;  and  the  point  was  presented  ]>>•  plea,  regularly  filed, 
after  the  demurrer  was  overruled.  After  the  causes  had  i)een 
submitted  for  decision,  and  while  they  were  under  considera- 
tion by  the  chancellor,  the  act  of  February  5th,  1877,  now 
forming  section  2637  of  the  Code  was  passed  ;  and  in  it  was 
incorporated  a  special  provision  covering  these  cases,  and  de- 
claring that  they  should  not  be  "  abated,  barred,  or  affected,'' 
bv  the  grant  of  administration  here  before  the  bills  were  filed. 
'This  feature  of  the  statute,  it  is  insisted,  is  an  unwarranted  in- 
terference with  vested  rights,  and  a  clear  usurpation  of  judi- 
cial functions  by  tlie  legislative  department.  A  right  to  sue  is 
the  very  foundation  of  jurisdiction ;  and  while  the  legislature 
may  cure  irregularities  in  existing  proceedings,  it  can  not  con- 
fer jurisdiction  where  none  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the 
suit.  It  is  the  duty  and  prerogative  of  the  General  Assembly 
to  determine  what  the  law  snail  be  in  future — to  law  down 
new  rules  for  the  regulation  of  future  controversies;  but  its 
resolves  can  not  be  made  to  retroact  upon  past  or  pending  con- 
troversies, so  as  to  create  a  liability  or  remedy  in  the  ])articular 
case  wliich  did  not  exist  before.  The  courts  must  determine 
pending  causes  by  existing  laws,  and   the  legislature  has  no 
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power  to  define  their  status,  or  to  interfere  between  the  parties, 
80  as  to  confer  a  right  of  action,  or  impose  a  liabiHty,  where 
none  existed  at  the  commencement  of  the  action. — Cooler's 
Const.  Lim.  369,  371,  94;  1  Bla.  Com.  44;  McDaniel  v.  Car- 
roll, 19  Illinois,  228 ;  Denny  v.  Mattoon,  2  Allen,  361 ;  Wal- 
pole  V.  Elliott,  18  Indiana,  259 ;  Nelson  v.  Roundtree,  23  Wis. 
367 ;  Gri-ffin  v.  Cunningham,  20  Grat.  109 ;  Richards  v.  Rote, 
68  Penn.  St.  248 ;  State  v.  Doherty,  60  Maine,  504 ;  Steele  v. 
Steele,  64  Ala.  438  ;  State  v.  Fleming,  7  Humph.  152 ;  Burt  v. 
Williams,  24  Ark.  91 ;  JacTcson  v.  Pheljijs,  3  Caines,  N.  Y.  69; 
Calder  v.  Bull,  3  Dallas,  386 ;  Greenough  v.  Greenough, 
11  Penn.  489  ;  Taylor  v.  Place,  4  R.  I.  324;  Merrill  v.  Sher- 
hurne,  1  K.  II.  199 ;  Letvis  v.  Wehh,  3  Greenl.  140 ;  Bates  v. 
Kimhall,  2  Chip.  77;  Ilolden  v.  James,  11  Mass.  396;  Carle- 
ton  V.  Goodwin,  41  Ala.  153  ;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Boykin,  38  Ala. 
513 ;  Sanders  v.  Cahaniss,  43  Ala.  173 ;  Weaver  v.  Lamley, 
43  Ala.  224;  Wharton  v.  Cunninghain,  46  Ala.  590;  p7'yor 
V.  Doicaey,  19  Amer.  Rep.  656 ;  State  v.  Tajyjxin,  9  Ih.  622 ; 
Yancey  v.  Yancey,  5  Heisk.  365.  (7.)  Even  if  the  act  of  1877 
can  be  made  to  apply  to  these  cases,  so  as  to  cure  the  original 
want  of  jurisdiction,  the  bills  were  nevertheless  properly  dis- 
missed, because  the  complainant  failed  to  make  proof  of  her 
compliance  with  its  provisions;  and  therefore,  in  the  impera- 
tive words  of  the  statute  (Code,  §  2638),  she  "  can  not  recover." 

STONE,  J. — These  causes,  which  are  identical  in  their 
main  features,  were  long  pending  in  the  Chancery  Court.  The 
bills  were  filed  in  1867,  and  the  decrees  were  rendered  in  June, 
1881,  dismissing  the  bills.  The  chancellor,  in  his  opinion, 
points  out  certain  alleged  imperfections  in  the  preparation  of 
the  causes,  and  adds,    "  there  are  other  irregularities." 

According  to  the  averments  of  the  bills  and  the  proof,  Wil- 
liam H.  Moore  became  largely  indebted  to  Benjamin  D.  Harris, 
a  resident  of  the  State  of  Tennessee.  Harris  died  intestate, 
and  Letitia  J.  Harris  was  appointed  and  qualified  as  his  admin- 
istratrix in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  She  brought  these  suits, 
as  such  administratrix,  and  in  virtue  of  that  appointment,  under 
section  3886  of  the  Code  of  1876.  She  sues  as  a  creditor  at 
large  and  without  a  lien,  and  seeks  to  subject  to  the  payment 
of  her  claims  certain  real  estate,  alleged  to  have  been  conveyed 
by  Wm.  H.  Moore  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors.  The 
conveyances  were  to  his  children,  and  recited  large  indebted- 
ness as  the  consideration.  When  these  bills  were  filed,  the 
children,  grantees  in  said  deeds,  were  all  infants  under  twenty- 
one  years  of  age.  William  H.  Moore,  the  debtor  and  maker  of 
the  notes,  was  made  a  party  defendant,  and  was  a  necessary 
party. 
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Very  soon  after  the  bills  were  filed,  Win,  H.  Moore  became  a 
voluntary  bankrupt,  and  II.  L.  Clay  wjis  appointed  his  assignee. 
At  the  tfune  term,  1868,  of  the  CKancery  Court,  the  following 
minute-entry  was  made: 

"  Letitia  J,  Harris,  adm'r,  )  Came  the  parties  by  their  solie- 
V.  ■  itors,  and    comes  also  into  open 

William  H.  Moore  et  al.  \  court  Hugh  L.  Clay,  assignee  in 
bankruptcy  of  resjx'ndent,  William  II.  Moore;  and  by  his 
consent  this  suit  is  revived  [against]  him  as  such  assignee." 

At  the  December  term,  1875,  William  II.  Moore  filed  his 
plea  of  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the 
certificate  of  discharge,  which  shows  that  it  was  granted  Octo- 
ber 27,  1870.  This  is  the  only  pleading  by  Wm.  II.  Moore 
found  in  the  record;  and  no  decree  pro  confesso  was  taken 
against  him. 

On  the  27th  January,  1877,  there  was  filed  in  the  register's 
oftice  the  written  admission  of  complainant's  counsel  that  Wra. 
H.  Moore  had  received  his  certificate  of  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy on  27th  October,  1870.  The  record  contains  no  answer 
or  other  pleading  by  Hugh  L.  Clay,  the  assignee,  nor  were  any 
decrees />/Y>  confexso  taken  against  him. 

Much  of  the  testimony  of  complainant  was  taken  in  1868, 
and  the  parties  continued  to  take  testimony,  at  intervals,  up  to 
1879. 

It  can  not  be  gainsaid,  that  Wm.  H.  Moore,  until  he  became 
an  adjudged  bankrupt,  was  a  necessary  party;  and  that  any 
testimony  taken  before  that  time,  without  first  putting  the 
cause  at  issue  with  him,  if  any  testimony  was  so  taken,  was 
irregular;  and  such  testimony  can  not  be  looked  to,  as  proving 
anything. — Rule  51,  Ch.  Practice,  It  is  equally  clear  that, 
after  said  Moore  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  Ilugh  L.  Clay 
was  appointed  his  assignee,  he  became  a  necessary  party,  and 
testimony  could  not  be  lawfully  taken  in  the  cause,  until  it  was 
put  at  issue  with  him.  The  result  is,  that  none  of  the  parol 
testimony  taken  in  the  cause,  was  lawfully  taken,  and  the  aver- 
ments of  the  bill  are  utisustained  by  proof  legally  taken.  But 
we  do  not  decide  the  causes  on  this  ground. 

Benjamin  D.  Harris,  the  intestate,  as  we  have  shown,  was  a 
resident  of  the  State  of  Tennessee,  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
Letitia  J.  Harris,  the  complainant  in  these  suits,  became  his 
domiciliary  administratrix,  and  she  brought  these  suits  in  that 
right.  When  these  suits  were  commenced  (in  1867),  there  was 
a  resident  administrator  of  said  estate,  ap[X)inted  by  the  Pro- 
bate Court  of  Madison  county,  Alabama,  and  discharging  the 
duties  of  the  trust.  Our  statute  (Rev.  Code,  §  2293)  then 
provided,  that  "  any  executor,  or  administrator,  who  has  ob- 
tained letters  testamentary,  or  of  administration,  on  the  estate 
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of  a  person  who  was  not,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  an  inhabitant 
of  this  State,  in  any  other  of  the  United  States  (no  letters  tes- 
tamentary or  of  administration  liaving  been  granted  in  this 
State),  may  maintain  suits,  and  recover  or  receive  property  in 
this  State,"  on  certain  specified  conditions.  Letters  of  admin- 
istration having  been  previously  granted  in  this  State,  it  is 
manifest  this  statute  did  not  authorize  the  bringing  of  these 
suits. 

So  tlie  law  remained  until  1877, — nearly  ten  years  afterwards. 
A  statute  was  then  enacted,  which  became  and  is  section  2637 
of  the  Code  of  1876,  This  was  intended  to  so  vary  the  former 
law,  as  to  allow  suits  brought  as  these  were  to  be  prosecuted  to 
judgment,  whether  brought  before  or  after  the  enactment  of  the 
statute.  The  validity  of  the  retroactive  feature  of  this  statute 
is  claimed  to  be  supported  by  Page  v.  Hathews,  40  Ala.  547 
(limited  in  Carleton  v.  Goodwin^  41  Ala.  153);  Peevey  v.  Cab- 
anis^  70  Ala.  253.  The  latter  statute,  however,  did  not  repeal 
section  2294  of  the  Revised  Code,  which  is  retained,  and  con- 
stitutes section  2638  of  the  Code  of  1876.  That  section  de- 
clares, "  It  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff,  before  a  judgment  is 
rendered,  should  prove  to  the  court  that  he  has  complied  in  all 
respects  with  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  and,  fail- 
ing so  to  do,  he  can  not  recover."  Among  the  provisions  of 
the  preceding  section,  it  is  enacted  that  such  administrator  of 
another  State,  suing  in  this,  must  record  in  this  State  a  copy  of 
the  letter  of  administration,  and  give  bond.  Neither  of  these 
things  is  shown  to  have  been  done  in  this  case.  And  section 
2637  of  the  Code  of  1876  permits  an  executor  or  administrator 
of  foreign  appointment  to  maintain  suits,  and  recover  or  receive 

{)roperty  in  this  State,  only  when  he  has  previously  recorded 
lis  letter  of  appointment  and  given  bond;  which  fact  he  must 
prove  to  the  court  before  he  can  recover. — Code  of  1876, 
§  2638. 

It  is  contended  for  appellant,  that  the  failure  of  the  present 
records  to  affirm  these  statutory  requirements  were  complied 
with,  can  not  become  a  question  in  this  court.  Cloud  v.  Go- 
lightly,  5  Ala.  653,  is  relied  on  in  support  of  this  argument. 
That  case  arose  and  was  decided  under  the  act  of  1821,  found 
in  Clay's  Digest,  227,  §  31.  The  act  of  1821,  though  in  many 
respects  similar  to  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Code  on  the 
same  subject,  is  in  phraseology  somewhat  different.  The  re- 
quirements of  the  old  law  were,  that  unless  the  letters  testa- 
mentar}',  or  of  administration,  were  recorded  in  the  proper 
county,  and  a  certifieate  thereof  produced  before  judgment  ren- 
dered, "  the  court  may  direct  a  non-suit  to  be  entered."  In  the 
case  of  Cloud  v.  Golightly  (supra),  the  suit  was  by  a  foreign 
administrator,  and  the  plaintiff  had  judgment  in  the  court  be- 
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low.  There  was  no  plea  of  ne  un^jnes  administrator,  but  there 
was  simply  a  demurrer  to  the  declaration.  The  record  did  not 
show  that  plaintiff,  who  claimed  judgment  by  virtue  of  his  for- 
eign appointment,  had  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
act  of  1821  in  such  cases.  The  main  error  relied  on  was  the 
failure  of  the  record  to  show  such  couipliance  affirmatively. 
This  court,  after  ruling  that  the  defense  insisted  on  should  have 
been  raised  by  special  plea,  laid  down  the  rule  in  a  case  like 
that,  as  follows :  "  The  court  in  which  the  foreign  executor  or 
administrator  sues,  may,  of  its  own  motion,  require  the  pro- 
duction of  the  letters  testamentary,  &c.;  and  should,  when  its 
production  is  insisted  on  by  the  defendant,  require  it  before 
judgment.  But  the  omission  of  the  record  to  show  whether 
such  a  requisition  had  been  made  or  insisted  on,  is  not  an  error 
affecting  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings."  Let  it  be  remem- 
bered that,  in  that  case,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  was 
for  the  plaintiff ;  and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  failure  of  the 
plaintiff  to  record  the  letters  of  administration  before  judgment 
was  rendered,  was  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court.  It  could 
not  be  raised  on  demurrer,  for  it  was  not  required  to  be  done 
before  suit  brought.  The  effect  of  the  ruling  was,  that  such 
question  could  not  be  raised  in  this  court,  unless  *'the  defend- 
ant had  appeared  in  court,  and  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  should 
entitle  himself  to  judgment,  by  producing  the  evidence  of  his 
representative  character;  when  the  court  would  have  been 
bound  to  act,  and  its  refusal  would  have  been  fatal  to  the  judg- 
ment." 

>  The  present  statute  is  different.  Its  language  (§  2638)  is : 
"  It  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff,  before  a  judgment  is  ren- 
dered, should  prove  to  the  court  that  he  has  complied  in  all  re- 
spects with  the  provisions  of  the  preceding  section,  and,  fail- 
ing so  to  do,  he  can  not  recover."  The  chancellor  dismissed 
these  bills,  and  the  records  fail  to  show  the  plaintiff  had  com- 
plied with  the  provisions  of  that  section — 2637.  Counsel 
concede,  in  their  arguments,  that  there  was  not  a  compliance 
with  these  provisions ;  and  yet  we  are  asked  to  reverse  his  de- 
crees, and  to  grant  relief,  in  the  total  absence  of  such  compli- 
ance. Can  we  do  so,  in  the  very  teeth  of  the  statute,  which 
declares  that,  in  such  conditions,  the  plaintiff  "  can  not  recover  { " 
It  should  also  be  noted  that,  in  these  cases,  there  was  a  special 

f)lea,  interposed  in  the  court  below,  and  insisted  on  there  and 
lere,  that  the  complainant  received  her  appointment  in  a  for- 
eign jurisdiction,  and  as  such  had  no  authority  to  maintain 
these  suits.  On  this  issue,  was  it  not  incumbent  on  the  com- 
plainant, even  under  the  act  of  February  5th,  1877  (Code, 
^  2637),  to  show  herself  entitled  to  decrees,  by  proving  she  had 
complied  with  its  requirements  { 
33 
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In  the  case  of  Hatefiett  v.  Berney,  65  Ala.  39,  the  court,  in 
discussing  the  power  of  a  foreign  administrator,  said  :  "While, 
as  to  suits  for  the  recovery  of  the  assets,  the  title  and  authority 
of  the  personal  representative  of  the  last  domicile  of  the  de- 
ceased is  confined  and  limited  to  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  government  from  which  they  are  derived,  or  extended  only 
to  the  residuum  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  claims  and  rights 
of  residents  of  other  jurisdictions  in  which  ancillary  adminis- 
tration may  be  taken  ;  there  is  now  presented  a  different  ques- 
tion— w^hether,  in  the  absence  of  a  domestic  administration,  his 
title  and  authority  may  not  be  voluntarily  recognized,  and  debts 
paid  to  him,  or  other  assets  surrendered ;  such  payment  or  sur- 
render affording  full  protection  against  the  claim  of  a  domestic 

administrator  subsequently  appointed Each  State 

has  the  right  and  power  of  determining  the  disposition  of  all 
property  having  an  actual  situs  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  the 
administration  of  it  on  the  death  of  the  owner.  The  personal 
representative  of  the  last  domicile  may  be  left  to  the  right  and 
authority  the  general  law  recognizes ;  or  that  may  be  enlarged, 
and  the  right  and  authority  of  a  domestic  personal  representa- 
tive may  be  conferred  on  him,  so  far  as  is  deemed  politic ;  or 
all  recognition  of  his  right  and  authority  may  be  withdrawn,  or 
the  terms  on  which  he  may  exercise  it  and  the  validity  of  his 
acts  recognized,  may  be  prescribed. 

"  The  statute  of  force  when  the  transactions  referred  to  in 
the  bill  occurred,  authorized  a  foreign  executor  or  administra- 
tor, who  had  obtained  in  any  other  of  the  United  States  letters 
testamentary,  or  of  administration,  on  the  estate  of  a  person 
who  was  not  at  his  death  an  inhabitant  of  this  State,  to  main- 
tain  suits,  and  recover  or  receive  pi'operty  in  this  State,  upon 
condition  that,  before  judgment  or  receipt  of  the  property,  a 
copy  of  his  letters,  duly  authenticated,  was  recorded  in  the 
ofiice  of  the  judge  of  probate  of  the  county  in  which  suit  was 
brought,  or  property  received;  and  giving  bond,  with  two  good 
and  sufficient  sureties,  payable  to,  and  approved  by  the  judge 
of  probate,  in  such  amount  as  may  be  prescribed,  to  be  deter- 
mined with  reference  to  the  amount  to  be  recovered  or  re- 
ceived, with  condition  to  administer  faithfully  such  recovery 
or  property  received.  Before  obtaining  judgment,  he  was 
bound  to  prove  a  compliance  with  this  condition ;  and  when 
thtire  had  been  a  compliance  wnth  the  condition,  the  recovery 
of  judgment,  or  a  delivery  of  the  property  to  him,  was  a  protec- 
tion to  the  defendant,  or  person  delivering  the  property,  to  the 
extent  of  such  judgment,  or  value  of  such  property. — Code  of 
1876,  §§  2637-26-10. 

"  The  statute  is  permissive,  and  prohibitory.     It  confers  on 
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the  foreign  executor,  or  administrator,  the  pri\'ilege  or  liberty 
of  suing  in  our  courts,  without  taking  out  new  letters  here, 
and  the  right  of  receiving,  without  suit,  assets  which  are  here 
situate.  Each  subject  is  embraced  and  dealt  with  by  the  stat- 
ute ;  not  only  the  privilege  of  suit  by  virtue  of  his  original 
administration, — a  privilege  he  did  not  have  by  the  general  law ; 
but  the  right  of  receiving  without  suit  assets  here  situate, — a 
right  the  general  law  recognized,  when  there  was  no  domestic 
administration ;  and  each  is  placed  upon  the  same  footing. 
The  judgment  obtained  by  him  is  a  protection  to  the  defend- 
ant, only  when  he  has  complied  with  the  statutory  condition  ; 
and  the  voluntary  delivery  of  property  to  him,  without  suit, 
can  be  supported,  only  when  there  has  been  such  compliance. 
Though  tiie  statute  does  not,  in  words,  express  a  prohibition  of 
suits,  or  the  voluntary  delivery  to  him  of  property,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  compliance  with  the  condition ;  yet  sucn  is  its  man- 
ifest spirit  and  intent.  It  prescribes  the  terms,  upon  wliich  he 
may  exercise  here  the  authority  derived  from  a  foreign  juris- 
diction ;  and  to  the  extent  to  which  there  might  be  recognition 
of  such  authority,  in  the  absence  of  compliance,  there  would 
be  practical  contravention  of  the  legislative  will." 

In  Sloan  v.  Frothingkam  (same  volume,  593),  it  was  said : 
"  In  Hatchett  v.  Bemey,  at  the  last  term,  it  was  held,  that  our 
statutes  were  in  their  terms  prohibitory  of  the  exercise  of  any 
authority  in  this  State,  by  executors  or  administrators  deriving 
authority  from  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  and  that  payment  made 
to  administrators  appointed  in  Tennessee,  the  domicile  of  the 
creditor,  of  a  debt  secured  by  mortgage  on  lands  situate  in  this 
State,  could  not  be  sustained  against  the  claim  to  foreclose,  of 
a  domestic  administrator,  subsequently  appointed,  except  so  far 
as  such  payments  had  been  properly  applied  in  payment  of 
debts,  or  in  making  distribution.  Adhering,  as  we  are  con- 
strained to  do,  to  that  construction  of  the  statutes,  the  |)ersonal 
representatives  of  Gary,  deriving  their  appointment  from  a  tri- 
bunal in  New  York,  not  having  recorded  their  letters  of  ad- 
ministration, and  given  bond,  could  not  have  received  payment 
of  the  mortgage  debt,  if  it  had  been  tendered  to  them  by  the 
mortgagor.  Tliey  could  not  have  given  any  discharge,  or  en- 
tered on  the  record  of  the  mortgage  the  fact  of  its  satisfaction. 
The  power  of  sale  in  a  mortgage,  in  the  language  of  the  statute, 
is  part  of  the  security j  and  while  the  statute  declares  it  may 
be  exercised  by  any  person,  or  the  personal  representative  of 
any  person,  who  becomes  entitled  to  the  money  secured,  it  is 
intended  that  only  such  persons  as  are  entitled  to  the  money, 
and  have  the  capacity  of  giving  for  it  valid  and  operative  ac- 
quittances, can  or  shall  exercise  the  power." — See,  also,  Noonan 
V.  Bradley,  9  Wall.  394. 
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The  statutory  provisions  under  which  our  former  rulings, 
noted  above,  were  made,  are,  on  the  question  under  considera- 
tion, identical  with  those  which  must  govern  these  cases.  Un- 
der those  rulings,  while  a  judgment  or  decree  in  favor  of  a  for- 
eign administrator,  recovered  without  performance  of  the  stat- 
utory pre-requisites  (without  which  the  statute  declares  "  he  can 
not  recover  "),  is  binding  and  conclusive  on  the  defendant;  yet 
a  payment  of  such  judgment  or  decree  will  be  no  defense  to  a 
suit  on  the  same  demand,  brought  by  a  resident  administrator. 
And  we  are  asked  to  reverse  the  chancellor's  rulings,  and  to 
render  decrees  here,  which  will  place  the  defendants  in  these 
suits  in  the  very  category  supposed  a])ove.  In  the  absence  of 
proof  that  complainant  had  complied  in  all  respects  with  the 
provisions  of  section  2637  of  the  Code  of  1876,  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  chancellor  to  dismiss  the  bills.  He  did  so,  and  committed 
no  error,  although  he  may  have  given  other  reasons  for  it.  He 
did  what  the  statute  required  him  to  do,  and  we  can  not  say  he 
erred  therein. 

It  is  no  answer  to  this  argument,  that  the  claims  sued  on 
are  now  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  that  therefore 
the  defendants  are  not  liable  to  a  second  recovery  by  the  resi- 
dent administrator.  We  are  declaring  a  rule,  which  must  be 
alike  applicable  to  all  cases.  A  conditional  right  to  recover 
can  not  be  enforced  as  matter  of  right,  without  showing  a  com- 
pliance with  the  conditions  precedent  to  •  the  assertion  of  such 
right. 

We  have  stated  above  that  the  act  of  February  5th,  1877 
(Code,  §  2637),  is,  on  its  face,  made  retrospective ;  applicable 
to  suits  commenced  before,  as  well  as  those  commenced  after 
its  enactment.  Without  that  statute,  these  suits  could  not  be 
maintained,  no  matter  how  meritorious  the  claims  they  severally 
assert.  The  efficacy  of  the  retrospective  feature  has  been  as- 
sailed ;  but  we  prefer  to  remain  uncommitted  on  that  question, 
until  it  comes  before  a  full  bench. 

Let  the  decrees  of  the  chancellor  be  affirmed. 

Brickell,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 
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Life  Association  of  America  v.  Xerille. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Surety  against  Creditor^  asking  Injunction 
and  Cancellation  of  Note  and  Mortgage. 

1.  IHxcharge  of  mi  ret  1/  by  tender,  or  offer  to  pay  by  prinrh}al.-^\  for- 
mal tender  to  the  creditor,  by  the  principal  debtor,  of  the  full  amount  of 
the  debt  after  maturity,  anil  the  refusal  of  tlie  creditor  to  accept  it,  dis- 
charge the  surety  ;  bu{  a  general  offer  to  pav,  not  having  the  formalities 
of  a  legal  tender,  and  not  definitely  refusetf  by  the  creditor,  has  no  legal 
effect  on  the  liability  of  the  surety,  unless  it  operates  to  his  injury  or  pre- 
judice. 

2.  Hume. — If  thv  principal  debtor  was  insolvent  at  the  time  when  such 
infonnal  offer  was  made. and  declined,  the  creditor's  failure  to  accept  it 
operates  to  the  prejudice  and  injury  of  the  surety,  and  therefore  dis- 
charges him. 

3.  Proof  of  collaterdffart. — When  a  fact  arises  collaterally,  the  rules  of 
evidence  do  not  reijuire  as  strict  proof  of  its  verity,  as  when  it  is  directly 
in  issue. 

4.  Proof  of  inttolvencif  of  deceiieni's  estate. — When  notes  and  other  pre- 
sumptive evidences  of  (Wbtare  duly  filed  against  a  decedent's  estate,  ex- 
ceeding in  amount  the  available  assets,  the  estate  is,  pr'nna  facie,  insol- 
vent ;  and  proof  of  these  facts  sutlicientlv  establishes  the  insolvency  of 
the  estate,  when  the  question  arises  colfaterally,  although  some  of  the 
claims  may  be  litigated. . 

5.  Agent's  anthority  to  collect  or  retain. — An  agent  of  an  insurance 
company,  having  authority  to  settle  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  a 
deceased  person,  whose  estate  is  insolvent,  has  implied  power  to  retain 
for  a  debt  due  from  the  decedent  to  the  company,  when  the  administrator 
offers  to  allow  it. 

(>.  Sufficiency  and  iieiyht  of  proof. — The  general  principle  is  recog- 
nized, that  when  the  evidence  leaves  a  disputed  fact  in  doubt  an<l  uncer- 
tainty, the  issue  must  be  fotmil  against  the  party  on  whom  rests  the  bur- 
<len  of  proof;  yet  courts  and  juries  should  rather  weigh  the  testimony 
than  count  the  witnesses,  and  should  not  render  a  decision  on  a  mere 
j)reponderance  which  fails  to  produce  a  projier  conviction  in  their  minds. 

7.  Contents  of  transcript;  opinion  on  former  appeal. — An  opinion  de- 
livered by  this  court,  on  a  former  appeal,  is  not  properly  a  part  of  the  re- 
cord on  a  second  appeal,  and  no  costs  will  be  allowed  for  it.  "  This  rule 
has  been  heretofore  announced,  and  the  court  sees  fit  to  declare  its  pur- 
pose to  adhere  strictly  to  it  in  tlie  future." 

Appkal  frotn  tlie  Chancery  Court  of  Madison. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

This  ease  was  l)efore  the  court  at  its  December  tenn,  1879, 
on  appeal  from  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill  for  want  of  equity ; 
when  the  chancellors  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded.—63  Ala.  411>.  The  bill  was  filed  on  the  20th  May, 
1870.  by  James  T.  Neville,  as  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
Worley  White,  deceased,  against  the  present  appellant,  a  cor- 
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poration  chartered  under  the  laws  of  Missouri,  but  doing  busi- 
ness, through  its  agents,  in  Alabama.  Its  object  and  prayer 
was  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  lands  under  a  power  contained  in  a  mort- 
gage, and  to  have  the  mortgage  and  secured  note  cancelled  and 
declared  satisfied,  on  the  ground  tJiat  said  Worley  White  signed 
the  note  only  as  the  surety  of  one  Mike  White,  since  deceased, 
and  was  discharged  from  liability  because,  on  a  settlement  had 
between  said  corporation  and  the  widow  and  administratrix  of 
said  Mike  White,  the  corporation  paid  to  said  administratrix  the 
sum  of  $7,500  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  said  Mike 
White,  and  failed  to  retain  the  amount  due  on  said  note,  al- 
though the  administratrix  offered  to  allow  it,  and  the  estate  of 
said  Mike  White  was  insolvent.  The  amount  of  the  policy  was 
$10,000,  but  $7,500  was  paid  and  received  in  full  satisfaction  of 
it.  The  settlement  was  made,  or  agreed  upon.  May  25th,  1878, 
by  and  between  A.  K.  Fassett,  the  special  ageutof  the  insurance 
company,  and  L.  W.  Day,  as  the  attorney  of  said  administratrix. 
The  defendant,  in  its  answer  to  the  bill,  denied  that  the  estate 
of  said  Mike  White  was  insolvent,  and  dftiied  that  there  was 
any  offer  by  the  administratrix,  or  by  her  attorney,  to  allow  the 
amount  of  the  note  to  be  included  in  the  settlement,  or  to  be 
deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  policy ;  and  these  two  ques- 
tions of  fact  were  the  principal  matters  controverted. 

Said  L.  W.  Day,  whose  deposition  was  taken  by  the  com- 
plainant, thus  testified  :  "  The  said  note  for  $1200  was  referred 
to  in  a  conversation,  or  conversations,  between  said  A.  K.  Fas- 
sett  and  myself,  during  his  stay  in  Huntsville,  pending  an  at- 
tempt to  adjust  the  claim  of  Mrs.  Mike  White  against  said  Life 
Association  of  America.  I  do  not  remember  that  it  was  men- 
tioned at  the  time  of  the  making  of  said  receipt  indorsed  on  the 
policy,  as  that  receipt  was  the  result  of  a  settlement  and  com- 
pronftse  before  that  time  agreed  on.  I  will  not  attempt  to  state 
the  exact  conversation  between  said  Fassett  and  myself,  regard- 
ing said  note.  In  substance,  I  suggested  to  him  that,  in  the 
settlement  between  Mrs.  White  and  said  association,  the  debt 
of  $1200  be  deducted  from  the  amount  which  should  finally  be 
agreed  on  as  payment  to  Mrs.  White  to  satisfy  the  policy  on 
her  husband's  life.  He  declined  to  adjust  the  $1200  debt,  say- 
ing that  they  settled,  or,  possibly,  that  he  preferred  to  settle, 
one  thing  at  a  time.  .  .  .  I  do  not  think  the  matter  was 
mentioned  at  the  time  the  money  was  paid.  Mr.  Fassett  had 
declined  to  adjust  said  $1200  debt,  as  before  stated,  and  the 
compromise  was  made  for  $7,500,  wholly  aside  from  any  con- 
sideration of  said  $1200  debt.  My  best  recollection  is,  that 
nothing  was  said  about  the  note  on  the  day  the  payment  was- 
made  in  settlement  of  the  policy.  I  can  not  state  who  first  in- 
troduced the  subject  of  the  $1200  note.  I  suggested  that  it 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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enter  into  and  become  a  part  of  the  settlement  we  were  attempt- 
incto  make." 

Tassett,  whose  deposition  was  taken  by  the  defendant,  denied 
that  any  offer  was  made  as  stated  by  Day,  and  thus  testified : 
"  I  visited  Huntsville,  in  May,  1878.  I  went  there  to  settle 
a  policy  on  the  life  of  Mike  White,  deceased,  which  policy  was 
in  the  Life  Association  of  America.  I  was  the  special  agent  of 
said  association  to  settle  said  policy.  I  think  1  know  of  the 
$1200  note  mentioned.  My  impression  is,  I  did  not  have  the 
note  with  me.  I  am  quite  sure  I  never  saw  the  note  referred 
to.  When  I  came  to  Alabama  to  settle  said  policy,  I  knew 
that  defendant  held  a  note  on  Mike  and  Worley  White,  bnt  the 
note  was  not  due,  the  interest  having  been  paid,  and  the  note 
thus  extended.  Neither  said  Day  nor  Mrs.  AVhite  ever  pro- 
posed to  me  to  pay  said  note,  or  to  receive  the  same  as  part 
payment  of  said  policy  on  the  life  of  Mike  White.  I  did  not 
settle  the  policy,  but  gave  the  money,  $7,500,  to  Mr.  Shelby, 
the  lawyer,  to  settle  it ;  and  he  brought  me  the  policy  receipted. 
As  defendant's  ag%it,  I  did  settle  the  policy ;  but  the  money 
was  paid  through  Mr.  Shelby,  as  my  agent." 

As  to  the  solvency  or  insolvency  of  Mike  White's  estate,  said 
L.  W.  Day  thus  testified :  "  The  debts  presented  against  said 
White's  estate  amount  to  about  $9,456,  [with  (]  interest.  The 
entire  assets  that  have  come  to  the  hands  of  the  administratrix 
would  amount  to  about  $7,800.  Estimating  the  liabilities  of 
said  estate  by  the  debts  presented,  it  would  be  insolvent."  He 
further  stated,  in  answer  to  cross-interrogatories,  that  said  ad- 
ministratrix, acting  under  his  legal  advice  as  her  attorney,  had 
faid  several  of  the  debts  in  full,  and  added :  "  It  is  true  that 
consider  said  estate  solvent,  but  its  solvency  depends  upon 
the  result  of  litigation  now  pending  in  this  court,  under  a  bill 
filed  by  Mrs.  White  as  such  administratrix,  to  compel  the  can- 
cellation and  surrender  of  notes  for  a  large  amount  presented 
against  said  estate ;  and  my  belief  in  the  solvency  of  the  estate 
is,  of  course,  based  on  my  opinion  that  she  is  entitled  to,  and 
will  obtain,  a  decree  in  her  favor  under  said  bill."  This  was 
all  the  evidence  adduced  in  reference  to  the  condition  of  said 
White's  estate. 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  held 
the  complainant  entitled  to  relief,  and  rendered  a  decree  as 
prayed  in  the  bill ;  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

Walker  &  Shelby,  for  appellant. 

D.  P.  Lewis,  contra. 

SOMEKVILLE,  J. — There  seems  to  be  little  or  no  doubt  as 


520  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Life  Association  of  America  v.  Neville.] 

to  the  doctrine,  that  if  the  principal  makes  a  formal  tender  to 
the  creditor,  of  tlie  full  amount  of  a  debt  already  due,  the 
creditor  is  bound  to  accept  it,  or,  if  he  refuses  to  do  so,  the 
surety  will  be  discharged. — Brandt  on  Suretyship,  §  295.  It  is 
regarded,  sometimes,  as  an  extension  of  the  loan,  to  which  trans- 
action the  surety  was  not  a  party,  and  by  which,  therefore,  he 
is  not  bound. — McQuesten  v.  Wcryes^  6  N.  H.  19.  And,  at 
other  times,  it  has  been  pronounced  a  sort  of  fraud  on  the 
surety,  whose  relationship  is  said  always  to  import  entire  good 
faith,  and  the  utmost  confidence. — Saillev.  Elmore,  2  Paige,  497. 

The  rule  is  not  precisely  the  same,  where  there  is  a  genei^al 
offer  to  2)ay  made  by  the  principal,  loithoutthe  formalities  of  a 
legal  tender,  and  unaccompanied  by  a  definite  refusal  to  accept 
on  the  part  of  the  creditor.  Sucii  an  informal  offer,  when  re- 
fused by  the  creditor,  is  generally  construed  as  a  mere  gratui- 
tous indulgence,  having  no  legal  effect  upon  the  liability  of  the 
surety,  imUss  it  operates  to  iwejudice  or  injure  him .  .Such  is  the 
doctrine  recognized  in  W/nte^s  Adm^r  v.  The  Life  Association 
of  America,  63  Ala.  42* »,  the  title  under  ||hich  this  case  was 
reported  when  last  before  this  court  on  appeal.  It  was  also  ad- 
judged in  that  case,  after  a  most  thorough  and  exhaustive  re- 
view of  the  authorities,  that  if  the  principal  was  insolvent  at 
the  time  of  the  tender,  thus  informally  made  and  declined,  the 
case  would  no  longer  be  one  of  mere  gratuitous  indulgence, 
such  as  the  law  tolerates  with  complacency,  but  of  positive 
wrong  to  the  surety,  discharging  his  liability,  because  it  operates 
to  his  prejudice  and  injury.  It  is  unnecessary  that  we  should 
further  discuss  these  propositions.  It  is  enough  to  announce 
that  we  here  re-affirm  them. 

The  evidence  contained  in  the  record  is,  in  our  opinion,  suf- 
ficient to  show,  jyrima  facie  at  least,  that  tlie  estate  of  Mike 
White,  the  principal  maker  of  the  note  due  the  appellant,  was 
insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  transaction  in  question,  in  May, 
187&.  When  a  fact  arises  collaterally,  the  rules  of  evidence 
never  exact  as  cogent  proof  in  affirmation  of  its  verity,  as  where 
it  is  directly  in  issue.  If  the  notes  of  the  intestate,  and  other 
presumptive  evidences  of  his  indebtedness,  which  are  presented 
for  payment  to  the  administrator,  exceed  in  amount  the  assets 
of  the  estate,  which  are  available  for  the  payment  of  debts,  a 
2)rima  facie  case  of  insolvency  exists.  It  is  immaterial  that 
some  of  these  claims  are  in  litigation,  and  are  alleged  to  have 
been  settled.  If  they  are  in  the  form  of  promissory  notes,  or 
other  like  written  acknowledgments  of  indebtedness,  which  are 
in  the  possession  of  the  creditor,  the  law  does  not  presume  they 
are  paid,  but  the  onusoi  such  a  defense  is  cast  upon  the  maker. 
The  proof  seems  clear  that  the  estate  was  insolvent,  j)rovided 
the  controverted  debt  of  spme  eight  thousand  dollars,  then  in 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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process  of  chancery  litigation,  remained  unpaid  as  a  subsisting 
claim  against  it, — a  fact  which  must  be  assumed,  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary. 

It  is  urged  that  Fassett  had  no  authority  to  collect  the  twelve 
hundred  dollar  debt  due  by  White's  estate  to  the  Life  Associa- 
tion of  America,  and  that  for  this  reason  he  was  excusable  for 
not  accepting  the  offer  of  payment,  even  if,  in  truth  and  fact,  it 
was  made.  Fassett  is  shown,  however,  to  have  been  invested 
with  the  power  to  xettle  the  policy  of  insurance  on  AVhite's  life, 
— a  debt  which  was  then  due  his  estate.  This  general  power, 
we  think,  embraces  the  special  one  to  retain  for  a  debt  due  by 
an  insolvent  estate,  when  an  offer  to  pay  in  this  manner  was 
made  by  one  representing  the  debtor.  Especially  is  such  an  in- 
ference justifiable,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  appellant  fails, 
in  its  answer  to  tlie  bill,  to  deny  the  possession  of  such  authority 
by  its  constituted  agent,  and  the  agent  himself  evades  an  answer 
to  a  special  interrogatory  touching  the  matter.  The  fifth  direct 
interrogatory  to  Fassett's  deposition,  for  example,  reads  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Did  you^  or  not,  have  with  vou  for  collection,  or  aw- 
thoHty  to  collect^  a  note  against  Mike  AVhite  and  AVorley  White, 
forS12<>0^"  Aiwimr :  "My  impression  is,  that  I  did  not 
have  the  note  with  me.  I  am  quite  sure  I  never  saw  the  note 
referred  to;"  thus  aftirraing  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  au- 
thority to  collect. 

It  is  not  contended  by  the  appellee  that  there  was  anv  formal 
tender  of  the  twelve  hundred  dollar  del)t  to  Fassett.  ft  is  only 
insisted  that  there  was  an  offer  to  })ermit  him  to  retain  the  debt, 
from  the  seven  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  paid  by  the  com- 
pany, through  him,  in  compromise  of  the  policy  of  insurance  on 
the  life  of  Mike  White.  There  is  a  plain  conflict  in  the  testi- 
mony on  this  point.  Day,  who  was  the  attorney  for  the  admin- 
istratrix of  White's  estate,  testifies  very  positively  that  the  of- 
fer was  n}ade  by  him,  and  declined  by  Fassett,  during  the  pro- 
gress of  the  negotiations ;  for  what  reason,  it  does  not  clearly 
appear,  except  that  the  refusal  was  not  refeired  to  any  want  of 
authority  in  the  agent.  Fassett,  in  his  testimon}',  denies  Day's 
statement,  and  asserts  that  neither  he  nor  the  administratrix 
ever  made  such  an  offer.  When  8ul)jected  to  cross-examination 
on  the  subject,  however,  his  answere  do  not  evince  that  entire 
candor  and  freedom  from  equivocation,  which  should  ever  be  the 
handmaids  of  truth,  and  the  presence  of  which  strengthens  a 
deponent's  testimony  as  much  as  their  absence  must  l>e  construed 
to  weaken  it.  While  we  fully  recognize  the  principle,  that 
whenever  the  evidence  in  a  cause  leaves  a  disputed  fact  in  doubt 
and  uncertainty,  the  issue  must  be  found  against  the  party  upon 
whom  the  bui*den  of  proof  rests ;  yet  courts  and  juries  should 
rather  xceigh  than  coxmt  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  and  a  de- 
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cree  or  verdict  should  never  be  found  by  them  on  a  mere  pre- 
ponderance which  fails  to  produce  a  proper  conviction  or  satis- 
faction in  their  minds,  if,  indeed,  such  conviction  can,  strictly 
speaking,  ever  be  said  to  exist,  in  the  absence  of  a  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence. —  Yandercenter  v.  J^ord,  60  Ala.  610.  We 
are  not  inclined  to  reverse  the  finding  of  the  chancellor  on  this 
issue,  as  we  are  far  from  being  convinced  that  he  was  in  error. 

The  opinion  of  this  court,  rendered  on  the  former  appeal 
taken  in  this  case,  is  properly  no  part  of  this  record,  and  should 
not  have  been  copied  in  the  transcript.  No  costs  therefore  will  be 
allowed  the  register  for  this  portion  of  the  record, — a  rule  which 
has  heretofore  been  aimounced,  and  one  to  which  the  court  sees 
lit  to  declare  its  purpose  to  adhere  strictly  in  the  future. — Lake 
v:  Security  Loan  Association^  at  the  present  term,  ante^  p.  207. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  is  affirmed. 

Stone,  J.,  not  sitting. 


Banks  and  AVood  i^.  The  State. 

Indictment  for  Murder. 

1.  Presence  of  defendant  in  court  when  verdict  is  received. — The  recitals 
of  the  judgment  in  this  case,  representing  the  trial  and  all  its  incidents 
as  one  continuous,  unbroken  proceeding,  and  stating  that  the  defendants 
were  present  in  court  when  the  trial  was  begun,  show  with  sufficient  cer- 
tainty that  they  were  also  present  when  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  re- 
turned and  received. 

2.  Asking  defendant  to  show  cause,  if  any,  against  judgment  on  verdict. 
When  the  record  recites  that,  before  sentence  was  pronounced  on  the  de- 
fendants, each  of  them  was  asked  what  he  had  to  say  why  the  sentence 
of  the  law  should  not  be  pronounced  on  him,  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  inquiry  was  made  by  the  court,  or  in  its  presence,  and  by  its  author- 
ity, in  proper  form. 

3.  Relevancy  of  evidence  connecting  third  person  with  killing. — In  a 
prosecution  for  murder,  the  evidence  against  the  accused  being  altogether 
circumstantial,  he  may  adduce  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  crime 
was  in  fact  committed  by  another  person;  but  such  evidence,  to  be  ad- 
missible, "  must  relate  to,  and  be  derived  from  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  killing;"  and  it  is  not  permissible  to  prove,  for  this  pur- 
pose, the  hostile  relations  existing  between  the  deceased  and  a  third 

{)erson,  who  is  not  shown  to  have  had  any  agency  in  the  homicide,  or  to 
lave  been  near  the  place  where  it  was  committed  at  the  time  of  its  com- 
mission. 

4.  Sufficiency  of  circumstantial  evidence. — The  test  of  the  sufficiency 
of  circumstantial  evidence,  in  a  criminal  case,  is  not  whether  it  produces 
as  full  conviction  as  would  be  produced  by  the  positive  testimony  of  a 
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single  credible  witness,  but  whether  It  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  jury  to 
the  exclusion  of  every  reasonable  doubt. 

From  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  charged  the  defendants,  Taylor 
Banks  and  Frances  Wood,  persons  of  African  descent,  with 
tlie  murder  of  Turner  Wood,  "by  shooting  liim  with  a  sliot-gun." 
The  defendants  were  separately  arraigned,  and  each  pleaded 
not  guilty ;  and  issue  being  joined  on  that  plea,  and  a  joint 
trial  had,  each  of  them  was  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree;  Taylor  Banks  being  sentenced  to  death  by  hanging, 
and  Frances  Wood  to  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary  for 
life. 

The  judgment  of  the  court,  as  set  out  in  the  transcript,  was 
in  these  words:  "Comes  II.  C.  Jones,  solicitor,"  &c.,  "who 
prosecutes  for  the  State,  and  the  defendants  in  their  own  proper 
pei-sons,  and  by  attorney;  and  the  defendants  having  been  ar- 
raigned at  a  former  term  of  this  court,  by  having  uie  indict- 
ment read  to  them,  and  each  of  them  having  pleaded  not  guilty 
thereto ;  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  by 
the  return  of  the  sherin  of  said  county,  that,  pursuant  to  a 
former  order  of  this  court  at  this  term,  a  copy  of  the  indict- 
ment against  the  said  Taylor  Banks,  together  with  a  list  of  the 
jurors  summoned  for  his  trial,  had  been  delivered  by  said  sheriff 
to  said  Taylor  Banks  in  person,  at  least  one  entire  day  before 
the  6th  day  of  June,  1873,  being  the  day  set  for  his  trial ;  and 
it  further  appearing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  by  the  re- 
turn of  said  sheriff,  that,  pursuant  to  a  former  order  of  this 
court  at  this  present  term,  a  copy  of  the  indictment  against 
said  Frances  Wood,  together  with  a  list"  of  the  jurors  summoned 
for  her  trial,  had  been  delivered  to  Paul  Jones,  one  of  her 
counsel  of  record  in  this  case,  for  her,  at  least  one  entire  day 
before  the  6th  day  of  June,  1883,  the  same  being  the  day  set 
for  her  trial ;  and  now  the  said  Taylor  Banks  and  Frances 
Wood  being  in  open  court,  the  following  jurors  were  drawn 
and  charged,  as  required  by  law,  to-wit,"  (fee;  "and  the  said 
jurors  bemg  sworn  according  to  law,  thereupon  the  indictment 
was  read  to  the  jury,  and  the  defendants  again  pleading  not 
guilty  thereto,  and  issue  being  joined  on  said  plea  ;  and  after 
hearing  the  evidence  and  argument  of  counsel,  and  being 
charged  by  the  court,"  [the  said  jury]  "  upon  their  oaths,  the 
defendants  being  in  open  court,  returned  the  following  verdict : 
'  We,  the  jury,  hnd  the  defendants  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  and  sentence  Taylor  Banks  to  be  hung,  and  Frances 
Wood  to  the  penitentiary  for  life.'  And  now  the  said  Taylor 
Banks  being  asked,  in  open  court,  if  he  he  had  anything  to  say 
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why  the  sentence  of  the  law  should  not  be  pronounced  against 
him,  and  after  hearing  what  lie  had  to  say,  it  is  therefore  or- 
dered and  adjudged,  that  the  sentence  of  the  law  be  carried  into 
effect,  by  hanging  the  said  defendant,  Taylor  Banks,  by  the 
neck  until  he  is  dead,  on  Friday,  the  27th  day  of  July,  1883; 
and  the  sheriff  of  said  county  is  charged  with  the  execution  of 
this  order  and  sentence,  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
And  questions  of  law  having  been  reserv^ed  by  said  defendant, 
on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  it  is  ordered  by  the  court,  that  the  execution  of  this 
judgment  be  suspended  until  this  case  is  determined  by  the 
Supreme  Court."  And  the  judgment  then  contained  the  same 
recitals,  mutatis  mutandis^  in  the  case  of  Frances  Wood. 

The  evidence  against  the  defendants  was  entirely  circum- 
stantial, and  the  bill  of  exceptions  purports  to  set  out  "all  the 
evidence  necessary  to  make  the  defendants'  exceptions  intelli- 
gible ;"  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  it  out  at  length,  and  a  con- 
densed statement  of  it,  if  practicable,  would  subserve  no  useful 
purpose.  The  deceased,  Turner  Wood,  was  living  with  the 
said  Frances  Wood,  one  of  the  defendants,  as  his  wife,  when 
he  was  killed ;  and  he  was  shot  through  the  window  of  his 
house,  or  kitchen,  soon  after  dark,  on  the  night  of  March  — , 
1882.  The  State  introduced  evidence  showing  that  the  de- 
ceased and  said  Frances  Wood  had  frequent  (juarrels,  and  that 
she  had  made  recent  threats  against  him,  threatening  to  kill  or 
to  cut  him  if  he  beat  her .  again,  and  saying  "  that  she  had  a 
friend  who  would  stand  by  her ;  that  she  had  paid  him  thirty 
dollars,  and  would  pay  him  forty  more,  "and  in  less  than  two 
weeks  you  vnll  hear  from  iV  "  The  State  introduced  evidence, 
also,  tending  to  show  that  Taylor  Banks,  who  lived  in  the  im- 
mediate neighborhood  of  the  deceased,  was  \\\e  friend  to  whom 
said  Frances  referred,  and  to  whom  she  had  given  the  money ; 
but  this  evidence  was  indefinite,  and  entirely  inferential.  The 
State  introduced,  also,  evidence  of  tracks  leading  from  the 
house  of  the  deceased,  on  the  night  of  the  killing,  to  the  house 
of  said  Taylor  Banks ;  and  no  question  was  reserved  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  any  part  of  this  evidence. 

"  The  State  introduced  Moses  Scott  as  a  witness,  who  stated 
that,  on  the  morning  after  the  deceased  was  killed,  he  went 
with  Ira  Cobb  and  Joshua  Kirby,  and  saw  tracks  leading  from 
the  place  where  the  shooting  was  done,  in  a  north-west  direc- 
tion, but  saw  no  tracks  leading  in  the  direction  of  said  Taylor 
Banks'  house ;  that  he  heard  said  Banks  say,  after  he  was  ar- 
rested, that  all  he  wanted  vjas  a  fair  trial — that  hehadttoenty 
dollars  to  j>ay  a  lavjyer^  and  could  get  forty  inore.  Defendant 
asked  said  witness,  if  he.  teas  not  the  friend  of  Celia  Wood. 
Objected  to  by  the  State,  and  objection  sustained.     Defendant 
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asked  said  witness,  if  Cdia  Wood  did  not  claim  to  be  the  wife 
of  said  Turner  Wood^  the  deceased;  to  which  the  State  objected, 
and  the  objection  was  sustained,  and  defendants  excepted.  De- 
fendants asked  said  witness,  if  Celia  Wood  had  not  mied  said 
Fi'ances  Wood  for  the  property  of  Turner  Wood  which  she  had; 
to  which  the  State  objected,  and  the  court  sustained  the  objec- 
tion ;  to  which  the  defendants  excepted.  Defendants  asked 
said  witness,  if  he  did  not  advise  said  Celia  Wood  to  bring 
suit  against  said  Frances  Wood;  to  which  the  State  objected, 
the  objection  was  sustained,  and  the  defendants  e.xcepted." 

The  defendants  requested  the  court,  in  writing,  to  cliarge 
the  jury  as  follows:  1.  "Before  the  jury  can  convict  the  de- 
fendants, they  must  be  as  well  satisfied  from  the  combination 
of  circumstances  that  the  defendants  did  the  killing,  as  though 
an  eye-witness  had  testified  before  them  that  the  defendants 
did  the  killing."  2.  "  Before  the  jury  can  find  either  one  of 
the  defendants  guilty,  they  must  be  as  well  satisfied  from  the 
combination  of  circumstances  detailed  that  the  defendants  did 
the  killing,  or  aided  and  abetted  in  the  commission  of  the  hom- 
icide, as  though  an  eye-witness  had  testified  before  them  that 
the  defendants  did  the  killing,  or  aided  and  abetted  therein." 
The  court  refused  each  of  these  charges,  and  the  defendants 
duly  excepted  to  their  refusal. 

R.  C.  Hunt,  Paul  L.  Jones,  and  Xorwood  &  Norwood,  for 
the  appellants. — (1.)  The  judgment-entry  fails  to  show  that  the 
verdict  was  rendered  in  open  court,  in  the  presence  of  the 
prisoners ;  nor  does  it  show  that  the  prisoners  were  present  in 
court  when  sentence  was  pronounced  upon  them. — State  v. 
Hughes,  2  Ala.  I(i2;  Crist  v.  State,  21  Ala.  137 ;  Flisa  v.  State, 

39  Ala.  G96 ;  Peters  v.  Stute,  39   Ala.   681 ;  Graham  v.  State, 

40  Ala.  670  ;  Stubbs  v.  State,  49  Miss.  716  ;  People  v.  Perkins, 
1  Wendell,  91 ;  Mil-Is  v.  State,  19  Ark.  476 ;  WilleU  v.  Porter^ 
42  Ind.  250 ;  1  Bish.  Crim.  Proc.  §  KjOI  ;  3  Whart.  Crira. 
Law,  §  3197.  (2.)  The  evidence  adduced  against  the  defend- 
ants being  entirely  circumstantial,  and  some  of  it  tending  to 
show  a  motive  on  their  part  to  commit  the  crime,  they  ought 
to  have  l>een  permitted  to  adduce  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  some  other  person  had  a  motive  to  connuit  it. — Burrill's 
Cir.  Ev.,  \m.  152-5,  184;  Ogletree  v.  The  State,  28  Ala.  693; 
IIudso7i  V.  The  State,  61  Ala.  338. 

H.  C.  Tompkins,  Attorney-General  for  the  State,  contended 
that  the  judgment  was  in  proper  form,  and,  as  to  the  admissi- 
bilitv  of  the  evidence  and  the  charges  refused,  cited  Lemson  v. 
The" State,  54  Ala.  520 ;  9  Ala.  990  ;  4  Dev.  328 ;  Faulk  v. 
State,  52  Ala.  415 ;  Mickle  v.  State,  27  Ala.  20. 
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BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  appellants,  in  due  form  of  law,  by 
a  grand  jury  legally  drawn,  selected,  summoned  and  organized, 
as  is  shown  by  the  record,  were  indicted  for  the  murder  of 
Turner  Wood ;  and  upon  trial  before  a  petit  jury,  legally  con- 
stituted and  organized,  they  have  been  found  guilty ;  and  by 
the  sentence  of  the  court,  pursuing  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  the 
one  has  been  sentenced  to  death,  and  the  other  to  imprisonment 
in  the  penitentiary  for  life.  The  first  objection  taken  to  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  is,  that  it  is  not  shown  affirma- 
tively that  the  defendants  were  present  in  court  when  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  was  returned.  The  objection  is  not  sustained 
by  the  recitals  of  the  record,  which  affirm  their  presence  at  the 
time  the  trial  was  entered  upon,  and  represent  as  a  continuous, 
unbroken  proceeding,  the  trial  and  all  its  incidents,  until  the 
sentence  of  the  law  was  pronounced  by  the  court.  The  next 
objection  is,  that  before  pronouncing  sentence  it  is  not  shown 
by  whom  the  accused  were  asked  what  they,  or  either  of  them, 
had  to  say,  why  the  sentence  of  the  law  should  not  be  pro- 
nounced upon  them.  The  record  does  show  that,  in  open 
court,  after  each  defendant  had  been  inquired  of,  what  he  or 
she  could  say,  and  after  hearing  what  each  had  to  say,  the  court 
proceeded  to  pronounce  the  sentence.  It  would  not  be  reason- 
able to  suppose  the  inquiry  M^as  not  made  by  the  court,  or  by 
its  authority,  or  that  there  was  an  indecorous,  illegal  obtrusion 
upon  the  regularity  and  order  of  the  court,  by  some  unauthor- 
ized and  contemptuous  agency,  which  the  court  recognized. 

The  evidence  proposed  to  be  introduced,  and  which  was  re- 
jected as  inadmissible,  could  have  shown  no  more  than  that  a 
third  person,  a  stranger,  not  suspected  or  charged  with  violence 
to  the  deceased,  not  shown  to  have  been  in  proximity  to  him 
when  he  was  slain,  was  in  hostile  relations  to  him,  and,  if  that 
hostility  had  resolved  itself  into  murderous  malice,  may  have 
resorted  to  murder  for  vengeance.  The  evidence  was  properly 
rejected.  The  accused  could  have  shown  that  the  deceased  was 
slain  by  some  one  else  than  either  of  them,  but  the  evidence  of 
the  guilt  of  another  must  relate  to  and  be  derived  from  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  killing. — Levison  v.  State, 
54  Ala.  520. 

The  charges  requested  and  refused  state  a  proposition  which 
has  been  repudiated  directly,  in  at  least  two  of  the  decisions  of 
this  court. — Mickle  v.  State,  27  Ala.  20  ;  Faulk  v.  State,  52  Ala. 
415.  The  test  of  the  sufficiency  of  circumstantial  evidence, 
tracing  guilt  to  the  accused,  is  not  whether  it  produces  as  full 
conviction  upon  the  mind  of  the  jury,  as  would  be  produced 
by  the  positive  testimony  of  a  single  credible  witness ;  but  the 
test  is,  does  it  satisfy  the  mind  oi  the  jury,  excluding  reason- 
able doubts. 
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We  do  not  find  in  the  record  any   error,  and  we  are  con- 
strained to  aflSrm  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court. 


St.  Clair  v.  Caldwell  &  Riddle. 

Staiutoty  Trial  of  Right  of  Property  in  Mule. 

1.  Amendment  of  verdict. — A  general  verdict  is  always  sufficient, 
when  it  responds  m  substance  to  even,'  material  fact  involved  in  the 
issue ;  and  the  court  may  put  it  in  proper  form,  with  or  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  jury ;  but,  when  the  verdict  is  defective  in  substance,  the 
court  has  no  power  to  amend  it,  but  should  send  the  jurj'  back  for  further 
deliberation  ;  and  if  it  is  received,  and  the  jury  discharged,  the  court  has 
no  power  to  convene  the  jurors  on  a  subsequent  dav,  and  let  them  per- 
fect it. 

2.  Same;  form  and  siijffinencu  of  verdict. — In  detinue,  or  the  corres- 
sponding  statutorj'  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property  in  specie, 
brought  by  two  plaintiff's  suing  jointly,  both  must  recover,  or  neither 
can  ;  and  a  claim  to  the  property  being  interposetl  by  a  third  person,  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs  only  is  defective  in  substance,  and 
can  not  be  amended  by  the  court ;  not  can  it  be  amended  by  the  jury,  on 
a  subsequent  day,  after  they  have  been  discharged. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Jackson. 
Tried  before  the  Hon.  H.  C.  Speake. 

L.  C.  CouLsoN,  for  appellant. 

Robinson  &  Brown,  contra. 

STONE,  J. — Caldwell  and  Riddle  jointly  brought  an  action 
for  a  mule,  against  P^ennell.  The  suit  was  under  the  statute 
which  provides  for  the  recovery  of  chattels  in  specie;  and  the 
plaintiffs  having  complied  with  the  statute,  by  making  oath 
that  the  property  belonged  to  them,  and  by  giving  bond,  ob- 
tained an  order  for  the  seizure  of  the  property,  and  it  was 
seized.  Thereupon,  St.  Clair  made  claim  to  the  property,  un- 
der the  statute,  and  a  trial  of  the  right  to  the  property  was 
then  had  between  Caldwell  and  Riddle  as  plaintiffs,  and  St. 
Clair  as  claimant.  The  hour  of  adjournment  having  arrived, 
while  the  jury  were  considering  of  their  verdict,  counsel,  in 
open  court,  agreed  that  the  clerk  might  receive  the  verdict  in 
tne  absence  of  the  court.  The  verdict  was  brought  in  during 
the  recess  of  the  court,  and  was  received  by  the  clerk,  and  the 
jury  permitted  to  disperse.  The  verdict  was  in  the  following 
fonn :  "  We,  the  jury,  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiff  Rid- 
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die,  and  value  the  mule  at  ninety  dollars,  and  its  service  at  fif- 
teen dollars  a  year ;  total  amount,  one  hundred  and  twenty 
dollars."  This  was  on  the  16th  October.  On  the  next  day, 
17th,  the  attorneys  for  the  parties  were  asked  [by  the  court, 
mansfestly],  if  they  would  consent  that  said  verdict  should  be 
put  in  proper  form  ;  and  defendant's  attorney  "objected.  "  On 
the  19th  of  the  month,  the  said  jury,  being  replaced  in  the  box 
on  motion  of  plaintiffs'  attorney,  that  said  verdict  should  be 
pl9,ced  in  proper  form,  and  being  properly  charged  by  the  court 
as  to  the  form  of  their  verdict,  returned  into  court  the  follow- 
ing verdict :  '  We,  the  jury,  find  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tins,  and  against  the  claimant,  St.  Clair,  and  value  the  mule  at 
ninety  dollars,  and  the  value  of  its  service  at  thirty  dollars.' " 
On  this  rendering  of  the  verdict,  judgment  was  pronounced  by 
the  court ;  and  this  is  assigned  as  error. 

As  a  rule,  there  is  no  particular  form  in  which  verdicts  shall 
be  rendered.  General  verdicts  are  ahvays  sufficient,  if  they 
respond  in  substance  to  every  material  fact  involved  in  the 
issue.  And  doing  this,  the  court  commits  no  error  by  putting 
the  verdict  in  form.  The  verdict  may  be  either  written  or 
oral,  and  it  is  always  sufficient,  if  it  respond  substantially  to  the 
questions  of  right  the  issue  or  issues  roise.  All  else  is  form^ 
which  the  court  can  supply  with  or  without  the  consent  of  the 
jury. — Ewing  v.  Sa?idfo/'d,  21  Ala.  157. 

It  is  different  when  the  verdict  is  imperfect  in  substance,  and 
does  not  respond  affirmatively,  or  by  necessary  implication,  to 
the  issues  as  formed.  Such  verdict  is  imperfect,  not  in  form, 
but  in  substance.  The  presiding  judge  should  not  receive  an 
imperfect,  verdict,  but  should  remand  the  jury  for  further  de- 
liberation, under  appropriate  instructions.  If  the  court  were 
to  attempt  to  aid  such  verdict,  it  would  become,  not  the  verdict 
of  the  jury,  but  of  the  court. — Zee  v.  Campbell^  4  For,  ]  98  ; 
Seioell  V.  Glidden,  1  Ala.  52 ;  Layman  v.  Hendrix^  Ih.  212 ; 
Wittick  V.  Traun,  27  Ala.  562 ;  Clay  v.  The  State,  43  Ala. 
350  ;  Walters  v.  Jenkins,  16  Serg.  &  R.  414;  Proffatt  on  Jury 
Trials,  §  456. 

The  present  action  being  by  Caldwell  and  Riddle,  suing 
jointly,  the  paramount  fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury,  to  sustain 
their  action,  was  their  joint  ownership  of  the  mule.  They  had 
sued  jointly,  and,  as  the  pleadings  stood,  must  recover  jointly, 
or  not  at  all.  Hence,  when  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  that 
Riddle  was  entitled  to  recover,  they  did  not  respond  to  the  issue 
before  them,  and  no  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  or 
either  of  them,  could  be  rendered  upon  it. 

Could  the  court,  three  da^'s  afterwards,  re-assemble  the  jury, 
and  have  them  perfect  their  verdict?  It  would  be  a  dangerous 
practice,  and  might  lead  to  great  abuse. —  Walters  v.  Jenkins, 
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16  Serg.  tfe  R,  414.  No  precedent  for  it  has  been  produced  or 
found.  In  the  case  of  Briber  v.  The  State,  26  Ala.  107,  this 
court  held  tiiat  the  jury,  wliich  amended  its  verdict  in  that  case, 
had  never  in  fact  l>een  discharged,  or  gone  beyond  the  imme- 
diate, continuous  control  of  the  court.  That  case,  then,  is  not 
an  authority  for  the  appellees.  Waller  v.  The  State.,  40  Ala. 
325,  is  strongly  the  other  way.  True,  these  were  State  cases; 
but,  on  the  question  we  are  considering,  they  tend  strongly  to 
put  the  Circuit  Court  in  error  in  this  case.  The  Circuit  Court 
should  have  set  the  verdict  aside,  and  awarded  a  venire  Je  novo. 
Reversed  and  remanded. 


Rogers  v.  Peebles. 

Bill  in  Equity  to  enforce  Vendor's  Lien  on  Land. 

1.  Parol  evidence  vnryhig  or  e.r})lahiin(/  deed. — As  between  vendor  and 
I)archaser,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  the  dee<I  executed  and 
accepted  must  be  regarded  as  the  sole  memorial  and  expositor  of  the 
ternifi  of  the  contract  between  them,  and  parol  evidence  can  not  be  re- 
ceived to  varj',  contradict,  or  explain  it. 

2.  ('o)igt  ruction  of  deed,  as  to  (juantity  of  land  conreyed. — Where  the 
lands  conveye«l  by  a  deed  are  described  by  their  subdivisions  and  num- 
bers in  the  I'nited  States  surveys,  including  fractional  parts  of  several 
sections,  with  the  words  added,  "  making  in  all  five  hundred  and  twenty- 
seven  acres,"  followed  by  a  designation  of  the  boundary  lines  on  each 
side,  as  indicated  by  the  adjacent  lands  and  the  river,  and  the  price  paid 
is  a  gross  sum ;  the  words  sj)ecifying  the  «jtiantity  are  mere  matter  of 
description,  and  not  a  covenant  warranting  the  quantity. 

3.  HushamV*  agreement,  uot  binding  trife  or  her  property. — The  lands 
of  the  wife  having  been  sold  and  conveyed  by  the  joint  deed  of  husband 
and  wife,  not  containing  any  covenantor  warranty  as  to  quantity,  a  writ- 
ing signed  by  the  husband  alone,  more  than  a  year  afterwards,  not 
foimded  on  any  new  consideration,  and  agreeing  to  a  re-survey  of  the 
lands  with  a  view  to  the  correction  of  any  mistake  as  to  <|uantity,  can  not 
impo.se  any  liability  on  the  wife,  or  prejudice  her  rights  m  any  way. 

Ai'PEAL  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Limestone. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  Thomas  Cobbs. 

Cabaniss  tfe  Ward,  for  the  ap[^llants. 

McClellax  «fe  McClellan,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J. — The  bill  is  one  for  the  enforcement  of 
a  vendor  8  lien.     The  defense  set  up  by  the  purchaser  is,  that 
there  is  a  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land  sold  him,  amount- 
34 
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ing  to  about  eighty-seven  acres,  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation by  way  of  an  abatement  of  the  purchase-money. 

The  defendant  does  not  seek  to  reform  the  deed  from  the 
vendors,  on  the  ground  of  mistake ;  nor  is  there  any  effort  to 
rescind  the  sale  on  the  ground  of  a  false  representation,  or 
fraudulent  concealment.  In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any 
allegation  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  the  execution  of  the  deed,  or 
of  any  subsequent  modification  of  its  terms,  the  instrument 
itself  must  be  the  sole  memorial  and  expositor  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties,  and  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  vary, 
contradict  or  explain  it. — Freder'tck  v.  Younghlood,  19  Ala.  680  ; 
Williains  v.  Hathaway,  19  Pick.  387 ;  Winston  v.  Brmmmig^ 
61  Ala.  80. 

The  principal  question  raised  for  our  consideration,  then,  be- 
comes that  involving  the  construction  of  the  deed  of  Tucker 
and  wife  to  Rogers,  the  defendant,  bearing  date  in  January,  1871. 
Does  this  deed  import  a  warranty  as  to  the  numher  of  acres 
described  as  being  embraced  in  the  tract  of  land  conveyed  to 
the  vendee?  The  land  is  described  by  its  subdivisions  in  the 
government  survey,  including  fractional  parts  of  three  several 
sections,  and  is  further  and  fully  described  by  its  metes  and 
hounds,  the  Tennessee  river  being  stated  to  be  its  southern 
boundary  line.  After  the  description  by  numbers  is  added  the 
words,  "  making  in  all  Jive  hundred  and  twenty-seven  acres,'''' 
followed  by  the  boundary  lines  indicated  by  adjacent  lands  and 
the  river,  as  above  stated. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  clause  designating  the  number  of 
acres  was  intended  by  the  parties  as  a  part  of  the  description  of 
the  land,  and  that  it  can  not  be  construed  to  be  a  covenant  as 
to  quantity.  In  deeds  where  the  phrase  "  be  the  same  more  or 
less,''"'  or  words  of  like  import  are  used,  there  is  little  or  no  dif- 
ficulty. Such  words  are  generally  inserted  for  the  purpose  of 
making  more  manifest  an  intention  to  describe,  and  not  to 
warrant. —  Carter  v.  Beck,  40  Ala.  599;  Frederick  v.  Yoaing- 
hlood,  19  Ala.  680,  supra.  It  is  true  that  there  are  no  words 
importing  such  a  signification  in  the  present  deed,  but  they  are 
not  considered  essential.  In  Wright  v.  Wright,  34  Ala.  194, 
the  description  of  the  land  sold  was  partly  by  its  numbers  in 
the  government  survey,  and  partly  by  metes  and  bounds,  fol- 
lowed by  the  words  "  containing  seven  hundred  and  two  acres, 
and  the  same  being  the  settlement  of  lands  at  present  occupied 
by  said  J.  H.,"  tlie  vendor.  The  sale  there,  as  here,  was  made 
in  gross,  and  not  by  the  acre.  It  was  held  that  the  words  were 
merely  descriptive,  and  that  they  did  not  amount  to  a  covenant 
of  warranty  as  to  quantity.  The  case  was  distinguished  from 
Minge  v.  Smith,  1  Ala.  415,  where  the  doctrine  of  warranty  as 
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to  quantity  in  such  cases  seems  to  have  been  carried  to  a  point 
beyond  which  we  deem  it  unwise  to  further  extend  it. 

We  take  the  true  principle  to  be,  that  where  the  land  sold  is 
described  b}'  definite  boundaries,  in  regard  to  which  there  can 
be  no  mistake,  if  it  be  followed  by  a  statement  of  the  numljer 

of  acres,  as  ''  cantaininy number  of  acres,"  or  other  phrase 

of  like  import,  it  is  to  be  deemed  a  mere  matter  of  description, 
and  not  as  a  covenant  warranting  the  quantity  intended  to  be 
conveyed.  The  buyer,  in  such  cases,  takes  the  risk  of  quantity, 
in  the  absence  of  any  element  of  fraud.  The  same  is  true  where 
the  description  is  followed  by  words  of  qualification,  as  "  more 
or  less,"  or  "  by  estimation,"  or  the  like.  Whether  a  description 
by  the  government  survey,  giving  sections,  with  suMivisions, 
and  township  and  range,  would  answer  the  same  purpose,  we 
need  not  decide.  But  it  is  well  settled  that  a  description  by 
metes  and  bounds  comes  within  the  rule. — 4  Kent.  Com.  467  ; 
Piehnan  v.  THnity  Church,  122  Mass.  1  ;  WrnsUm  v.  Brmcn- 
ing,  61  Ala.  80 ;  Powell  v.  Clark^  5  Mass.  355. 

The  conclusion  we  have  reached  can  not  be  affected  b}'  the 
agreement  of  February  7th,  1872,  set  out  in  the  defendant, 
Roger's  deposition,  and  purporting  to  have  been  executed  b}- 
Tucker  in  the  name  of  his  wife,  agreeing  to  have  the  land  sur- 
veyed, so  as  to  correct  any  mistake  in  the  estimate  of  quantity 
as  made  in  the  deed.  The  land  sold  was  the  property  of  the 
wife  and  not  of  the  husband,  i^eiugher  statutory  separate  estate. 
It  could  be  sold  and  conveyed  only  by  an  instruinent  in  writing, 
executed  jointly  by  husband  and  wife,  and  either  attested  by  two 
witnesses,  or  else  acknowledged  before  some  officer  authorized  to 
take  acknowledgments  of  conveyances. — Code,  1876,  ^jj  2707, 
2708.  The  rights  of  the  wife  could  not  be  prejudiced  by  an 
agreement  of  the  husband,  even  though  executed  in  her  name, 
which  bears  date  more  than  a  year  after  the  original  contract 
of  sale,  does  not  purport  to  be  the  joint  act  of  the  grantors,  is 
without  witnesses  or  acknowledgement,  and  is  not  proved  to  be 
based  on  any  new  consideration. 

The  decree  of  the  chancellor  should,  in  our  judgment,  be 
affirmed. 
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Turner  v»  Flinn. 

£ill  in  Equity  fo7'  Foreclosure  of  Mortgage. 

1.  Rights  of  innocent  sufferers  by  wrongful  act  of  third  person,  as  be- 
tween themselves. — When  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  from 
the  tortious  act  of  a  third,  he  must  suffer  the  consequences  who  gave  the 
aggressor  the  means  of  doing  the  wrongful  act. 

2.  Same;  equitable  estoppel. — "Where  a  mortgagee  of  lands  indorses  on 
the  mortgage  a  receipt  for  the  secured  debt  before  its  maturity,  and  in- 
trusts it  to  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  pursuant  to  an  agreement 
between  them ;  and  tlie  mortgagor,  being  in  possession  of  the  lands,  sells 
and  conveys  them  to  a  third  person,  to  whom  he  also  shows  the  mort- 
gage and  indorsement  thereon ;  the  mortgage  can  not  be  established  and 
enforced  against  such  purchaser,  after  he  has  paid  the  purchase-money 
without  notice  of  the  agreement. 

Appeal  from  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lowndes. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  John  A.  Foster. 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  21st  May,  1880,  by  Mrs. 
Rebecca  Turner,  against  William  R.  Flinn,  Robert  Flinn,  and 
Henry  Jones ;  and  sought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  a  tract  of 
land.  The  mprtgage,  a  copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to 
the  bill,  was  dated  the  4th  October,  1871,  and  was  executed  by 
said  W.  R.  Flinn  alone ;  but  the  note  which  it  was  given  to 
secure  was  signed  by  said  W.  R.  Flifin,  Henry  Jones,  and  Bun- 
bury  Flinn,  as  joint  makers,  and  was  payable  on  1st  Novem- 
ber, 1872.  The  note  was  renewed  several  times,  and  the  name 
of  said  Bunbury  Flinn  having  been  dropped,  the  balance  due 
on  the  secured  debt,  was  evidenced  by  the  joint  note  of  said 
W.  R.  Flinn  and  Henry  Jones,  which  was  made  an  exhibit  to 
the  bill.  The  mortgage  was  in  the  possession  of  said  W.  R. 
Flinn  w^hen  the  bill  was  filed,  and  that  fact  was  alleged  in  the 
bill ;  but  it  was  alleged,  also,  that  said  mortgage  had  never  been 
paid,  satisfied,  discharged,  or  surrendered,  and  that  it  was  still 
a  subsisting  security  for  the  balance  due  on  the  original  debt. 
Robert  Flinn  was  joined  as  a  defendant,  under  an  allegation 
that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  lands  conveyed  by  the  mort- 
gage, "  claiming  by  and  under  some  contract  of  lease  or  pur- 
chase from  said  W.  R.  Flinn."  Each  of  the  defendants  filed 
an  answer,  and  each  denied  that  the  mortgage  was  a  valid  and 
subsisting  security ;  though  W.  R.  Plinn  and  .Jones  admitted 
that  the  note  made  an  exhibit  to  the  bill  showed  the  balance 
still  due  on  the  original  note  secured  by  it.  Robert  Flinn 
alleged  that  the  mortgage  had  been  satisfied  and  discharged  long 
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before  he  purchased  the  lands  from  W.  R.  Flinn ;  that  at  the 
time  of  his  purchase,  in  Februar}',  1877,  and  before  he  paid  the 
pureliase-money,  W.  R.  Flinn  informed  him  that  there  had  been 
a  mortgage  on  the  land  in  favor  of  Mrs.  Rel)ecca  Turner,  but 
said  that  it  had  been  discharged  and  cancelled,  and  pro<luced 
and  exhibited  to  him'the  original  mortgage,  with  Mrs.  Turner's 
receipt  indorsed  on  it ;  and  he  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  protec- 
tion as  a  honajule  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration  without 
notice. 

The  complainant's  receipt,  indorsed  on  the  mortgage,  was  in 
these  words:  "Received  the  within  amount,  November  17th, 
1871."  In  reference  to  this  receipt,  the  answer  of  W.  R.  P^linn 
contained  these  allegations  :  "  After  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  said  mortgage,  complainant  came  to  respondent,  and  told 
him  that  she  desired  to  cancel  and  surrender  said  mortgage — 
that  she  had  plenty  of  security  without  it ;  and  thereupon  she 
cancelled  said  mortgage  in  writing,  and  surrendered  it  to 
respondent,  and  he  has  held  it  ever  since."  The  complainant 
herself  thus  testified  in  reference  to  this  matter :  "  I  have  not 
seen  the  original  mortgage  since  November,  1871,  when  I 
placed  it  in  the  possession  of  said  W.  R.  Flinn.  At  that  time, 
one  D.  H.  Hill,  pretending  to  have  some  claim  against  me, 
brought  suit  against  me,  and  garnisheed  W.  R.  Flinn  and  Henry 
Jones,  who  were  indebted  to  Ine  as  aforesaid.  Thinking  this 
claim  an  unjust  one,  and  being  unwilling  to  have  my  claim 
against  said  Flinn  and  Jones  complicated  in  the  ease,  I  made 
an  agreement  with  said  W,  R.  Flinn,  who  acted  for  himself 
and  Jones,  in  substance  as  follows :  I  agreed  to  cancel  the 
said  mortgage,  and  deliver  it  to  W.  R.  Flinn,  who  on  his  part 
agreed  that  the  cancellation  was  to  be  considered  in  reality  as  a 
nullity,  as  no  money  had  been  paid  on  the  secured  debt,  and  no 
other  consideration  for  the  cancellation  was  given.  I  complied 
with  my  agreement,  by  cancelling  the  mortgage,  and  putting 
it  in  his  possession ;  and  said  W.  R,  Flinn  agreed  with  me,  at 
the  same  time,  that  he  would  return  the  mortgage  to  me  when- 
ever Hill  ceased  to  prosecute  his  pretended  claim  against  me." 
W.  R.  Flinn  thus  testified  as  to  these  matters  :  "  Complainant 
came  to  me  on  the  17th  November,  1871,  and  said  that  I>uell  (?) 
had  threatened  to  sue  her  for  a  debt  she  owed  him  ;  that  she 
had  security  enough  for  the  debt  I  owed  her,  exclusive  of  the 
mortgage  on  the  land,  and  that  she  would  cancel  the  mortgage, 
so  that  I  could  take  it  cancelled  to  Buell,  and  thereby  prevent 
him  from  garnisheeing  me  for  her  debt.  She  did  cancel  it,  and 
told  me  she  had  no  claim  on  the  land,  and  that  I  could  so 
state  to  others.  I  did  show  it  to  Buell  and  others,  and  told 
them  that  it  had  been  cancelled.  I  told  said  Rol)ert  Flinn,  at 
the  time  of  his  purchase,  that  the  mortgage  had  been  cancelled, 
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and  exhibited  the  mortgage  to  him,  with  the  complainant's  re- 
ceipt tliereon  indorsed.  It  was  admitted  that  a  discharge  or 
satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  had  never  been  entered  on  the 
record. 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  dis- 
missed the  bill ;  and  his  decree  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

R.  M.  Williamson,  for  appellant. — The  indorsement  on  the 
mortgage  is  not  a  release,  or  acknowledgment  of  satisfaction,  but 
is  simply  a  receipt,  and  is  open  to  explanation,  at  least  between 
the  parties.— 1  Brick.  Digest,  86(^  §§  809-10.  It  is  fully  ex- 
plained, and  it  is  shown  tliat  a  greater  part  of  the  mortgage 
debt  is  still  unpaid,  leaving  the  mortgage  a  valid  security  for  it, 
unless  the  purchaser  can  claim  protection  against  it.  The  pos- 
session of  the  secured  note,  by  the  mortgagor,  would  raise  the 
presumption  that  it  had  been  paid  ;  but  no  such  presumption 
arises  from  his  possession  of  the  mortgage,  which  had  been  duly 
recorded. — Harrison  v.  Railroad  (Jo.^  19  N.  J.  Eq.  488  ;  Pax- 
hehiier  v.  Gunn^  24  Mich.  372.  The  mortgage  having  been 
recorded,  and  no  entry  of  satisfaction  made  of  record,  the  pur- 
chaser was  put  on  inquiry  ;  and  the  receipt  ought  to  have  excited 
inquiry,  since  it  was  given  long  before  the  maturity  of  the  debt, 
and  had  never  been  followed  up  by  an  entry  of  satisfaction  on 
the  record.  The  purchaser  admits  that  he  was  informed  there 
had  been  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  and  a  man  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence would  have  made  further  incjuiry  before  completing  the 
contract;  failing  to  make  any  inquiry,  he  is  chargeable  with 
notice  of  all  facte  which  inquiry  would  have  developed. 

GuNTER  &  Blakey,  contra. — The  facts  make  out  a  clear  case 
of  equitable  estoppel. — Dickerson  v.  Colgrove,  10  Otto,  578; 
Hendricks  v.  Kelly,  64  Ala.  388  ;  Baksr  v.  Hu7n2)hrei/,  11  Otto, 
494  ;  Cincinnati  v.  White,  6  Peters,  431 ;  Broion  v.  Wheeler, 
17  Conn.  353;  Lasselle  v.  Barnett,  12  Amer.  Dec.  217.  Re- 
ceipts and  discharges  in  writing  must  have  effect  according  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties. — Code,  ^  3039 ;  Hart  v.  Freeman, 
42  Ala.  567. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  undisputed  fact  is,  that  the  appel- 
lant deliberately  indorsed,  upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage  she 
now  seeks  to  foreclose,  an  acknowledgement  of  its  satisfaction, 
and  then  intrusted  it  to  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor.  It  is 
a  fact  fully  proved,  that  while  in  possession  of  the  lands,  the 
mortgagor  made  a  sale  of  them,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  to 
the  appellee,  Robert  Flinn,  to  whom  the  mortgage,  with  the 
acknowledgment  of  satisfaction,  was  shown,  and  who  paid  the 
purchase-money,  and  received  a  conveyance,  without  notice,  and 
Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.]  OF  ALABAMA.  535 

[Crowder  v.  Morgan.] 

in  ignorance  of  the  agreement  between  the  appellant  and  mort- 
gagor, upon  the  faith  of  which  she  now  avers  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  satisfaction  was  made,  and  possession  of  the  mortgage 
intrusted  to  the  mortgagor.  If  the  appellant  came  into  court 
with  clean  hands,  she  could  not  be  relieved.  The  law  simply 
utters  the  suggestion  of  common  sense  and  justice,  in  declaring 
that,  "  when  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  from  the 
tortious  act  of  a  third,  he  who  gave  the  aggressor  the  means  of 
doing  the  wrong  must  bear  the  consequences  of  the  act." — Bank 
of  Kentucky  v.  Schuylkill  Bank^  Parsons'  Select  Eq.  Cases,  248. 
Let  the  decree  of  the  chancellor  be  affirmed. 


Cro^vder  v.  Morgan, 

Action  on  Writ  of  Error  Bond. 

1.  Appeal  or  writ  of  error  bond  in  Federal  courts;  costs  recoverable  on 
affirmance,  though  bond  not  operative  as  supersedeas. — In  an  action  on  an 
appeal  or  writ  of  error  bond,  given  on  the  removal  of  a  judgment  from  a 
Circuit  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  and  conditioned 
that  the  apjiellant  or  piaintifT  "  shall  prosecute  said  writ  of  error  to  effect, 
and  answer  all  damages  and  costs  if  he  fail  to  make  his  plea  good  "  (U. 
S.  Rev.  Stat.  ^^  1,000  et  seq.),  although  the  bond  mav  not  operate  as  a 
supersedeas  of  the  judgment,  a  recoverj'  may  be  had  for  the  costs  of  the 
appeal,  if  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

2.  Same;  ulien  operative  as  supersedeas. — Under  the  United  States 
statutes  regulating  writs  of  error  and  appeals  (Rev.  Stat.  §^  1,000  <•<  seq.), 
as  judicially  construed  by  the  Federal  courts,  the  bond  does  not  operate 
as  a  su}>ersedeas  of  the  judgment,  unless  it  is  approved  by  a  justice  or 
judge  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  error  is  deposited, 
for  the  adverse  party,  with  the  clerk  of  said  court. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  IL  C.  Speake 

This  action  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Nannie  A.  Morgan  and  her 
infant  children,  suing  by  her  as  their  ne.xt  friend,  against  John 
M.  Crowder  and  Mrs.  S.  L.  Davis ;  and  was  commenced  on  the 
18th  September,  1880.  The  action  was  founded  upon  a  penal 
bond  signed  by  the  defendants  jointly  with  the  Piedmont  and 
Arlington  Life  Insurance  Company,  for  whom  they  were  sure- 
ties, which  was  dated  January  2d,  1877,  and  conditioned  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Whereas,  lately,  at  a  regular  term  of  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  ^ddle  District  of  Alabama,  at 
Montgomery,  in  said  State,  in  a  suit  depending  in  said  court 
between  said  Nannie  A.  Morgan,  Minnie  Bell  Morgan,  George 
W.  Morgan,  and  IdaC.  Morgan,  as  plaintiffs,  and  the  Piedmont 


536  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Crowder  v.  Morgan.] 

and  Arlington  Life  Insurance  Company  as  defendant,  judgment 
was  rendered  against  the  said  defendant,  for  the  sum  of 
$5,217.59;  and  the  said  defendant  having  obtained  a  writ  of 
error,  and  liled  a  copy  thereof  in  tlie  clerk's  office  of  said  court, 
to  reverse  the  said  judgment  in  the  said  suit,  and  a  citation 
directed  to  the  said  K^annie  A.  Morgan  "  and  her  said  children, 
"  citing  and  admonishing  them  to  be  and  appear  at  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  to  be  holden  at  Washington  on  the 
second  Monday  of  October  next :  Now,  the  condition  of  the 
above  obligation  is  such,  that  if  the  said  Piedmont  and  Arling- 
ton Life  Insurance  Company  shall  prosecute  said  writ  of  error 
to  effect,  and  answer  all  damages  and  costs  if  it  fails  to  make 
its  plea  good,  then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,"  (fee. 

The  complaint  contained  two  counts.  The  first  count  set  out 
the  bond,  with  the  indorsements  thereon  ;  alleged  the  affirmance 
of  said  judgment  by  the  Supreme  Coiyt,  during  its  October 
term,  1879,  with  $500  damages,  besides  costs,  whicli  were  taxed 
at  $140.05  ;  and  alleged  the  following  breach  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond  :  "  That  the  said  Piedmont  and  Arlington  Life 
Insurance  Company  has  failed  to  ma]ie  its  plea  good,  and  has 
failed  to  prosecute  its  said  writ  of  error  to  effect ;  and  has  failed 
to  pay  and  answer  said  judgment  of  said  Circuit  Court,  in  said 
bond  described,  together  with  the  lawful  interest  thereon  since 
the  rendition  thereof ;  and  has  failed  to  answer  and  pay  the 
said  sum  of  $500,  so  awarded  as  damages  to  plaintiffs  by  said 
Supreme  Court ;  and  has  likewise  failed  to  pay  and  answer  said 
sura  of  $140.05,  costs  in  said  Circuit  Court,  as  taxed;  but  has 
allowed  the  same  to  be  and  remain  unpaid,"  &c.  There  was  a 
demurrer  to  this  count,  alleging  several  specific  causes  of  de- 
murrer, which  were  in  substance — 1st,  that  the  bond  was  with- 
out consideration,  because  it  appeared  on  its  face  to  have  been 
given  and  intended  as  a  supersedeas  bond,  and  was  not  taken  or 
approved  by  a  justice  or  judge  of  said  Circuit  Court ;  2d,  that 
the  bond  was  not  valid  and  operative,  because  it  was  not  averred 
or  shown  that  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  error,  for  tlie  adverse  party, 
was  lodged  with  the  clerk,  or  tiled  in  his  office ;  3d,  that  the 
complaint  show^ed  that  the  bond  was  not  taken  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law,  and  by  an  officer  authorized  to  take  it.  The 
same  causes  of  demurrer  were  also  assigned  to  the  second  count, 
which  set  out  the  order  allowing  the  writ  of  error,  and  direct- 
ing that  it  should  operate  as  a  supersedeas^  on  the  execution  of 
a  bond  and  its  approval  by  the  clerk  of  the  court ;  alleged  the 
execution  of  the  bond  and  its  approval  by  the  clerk,  whereby 
it  became  operative  as  a  «?<j9<3nW^«s/  alleged  also  the  affirm- 
ance of  the  judgment  by  the  Supreme  Court,  with  damages, 
interest,  and  costs ;  and  alleged  as  breaches,  in  substantially  the 
game  language  as  the  first  count,  the  failure  to  j)ay  said  judg- 
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ment,  interest,  damages,  or  costs.  The'  court  overruled  the  de- 
murrers, and  the  defendants  then  pleaded,  "in  short  bj  consent, 
1st,  the  general  issue,  with  leave  to  give  in  evidence  any  matter 
which,  if  specially  pleaded,  would  he  a  good  plea  in  bar ;  2d, 
want  of  consideration  ;  3d,  failure  of  consideration  ; ''  and  several 
special  pleas,  which  averred,  in  substance,  that  the  bond  was 
never  operative  as  a  sxipersedeax,  l)ecause  it  was  not  taken  or  ap- 
proved by  a  justice  or  judge  of  the  Circuit  ('ourt,  and  l3ecause 
a  copy  of  the  writ  of  error  was  not  lodged  with  the  clerk. 
Issue  seems  to  have  been  joined  on  all  of  these  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  the  plaintiffs 
offered  in  evidence  a  certified  transcript  of  the  record  of  the 
cause  in  which  the  said  bond  was  taken,  showing  the  judgment 
rendered  in  said  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  at  Mont- 
gomer}',  the  order  granting  the  writ  of  error,  the  writ  of  error 
and  bond,  and  the  certiticate  of  affirmance  issued  by  the  clerk 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  at  Washington. 
The  judgment  of  said  Circuit  Court  was  rendered  on  the  15th 
December,  1876 ;  and  the  order  allowing  the  writ  of  error,  which 
was  made  on  the  22d  December,  1876,  was  in  these  words: 
"  Upon  the  application  of  the  defendant  in  this  cause  for  a  writ 
of  error  and  mij^erHedea-s  in  this  cause,  it  is  ordered  tbat  the  de- 
fendant be  allowed  until  the  15th  day  of  January  next  to  file 
its  bond  with  two  sureties,  to  be  approved  by  the  clerk,  pay- 
able and  conditioned  in  the  usual  form,  in  double  the  amount 
of  the  judgment ;  and  when  so  filed,  sm^ersedeiia  shall  take  ef- 
fect,'' The  writ  of  error  was  allowed  b}'  Hon.  W.  B.  Wt»oDs, 
the  presiding  justice  of  said  Circuit  Court,  and  was  marked  by 
the  clerk  "  Filed  December  22d,  1876  ; ''  while  the  bond  was 
approved  by  the  clerk,  and  marked  by  him  '*  Filed  15th  Jan- 
uary, 1877. '  The  defendants  objected  to  the  admission  of  the 
transcript  as  evidence,  "first,  because  there  is  a  variance  be- 
tween it  and  the  allegations  of^  the  complaint ;  second,  because 
it  was  incompetent  and  illegal  evidence.  The  court  overruled 
the  objections,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  This  was  all  the 
evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendants  then  proved 
by  J.  W.  Dimmick,  the  clerk  of  said  Circuit  Court  at  Mont- 
gomery, that  the  original  writ  t»f  error  was  filed  in  his  office, 
but  that  no  copy  thereof  for  the  adverse  party  was  ever  filed 
in  his  office.  The  defendants  then  testified,  as  witnesses  for 
themselves,  "  that  they  never  appeared  before  the  clerk  of  said 
Circuit  Court,  or  the  judge  of  said  court,  in  reference  to  said 
bond,  its  approval,  their  justification,  and  signatures  to  it ;  that 
they  signed  the  Ixjiid  in  Iluntsville,  l)efore  A.  W,  McCullousrh, 
United  States  commissioner,  and  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
of  any  of  the  proceedings  in  said  c^iuse  in  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  further  than  is  disclosed  by  said  bond, 
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This  being  all  the  evidence,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  on 
the  request  of  the  plaintiffs,  "  that  they  must  find  for  the  plain- 
tiffs, .if  they  believed  the  evidence  ;  "  and  further,  "  that  they 
should  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  of  said  Circuit  Court  at  Montgomery,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  day  of  its  rendition,  and  for  the  amount  of 
damages  awarded  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  its  affirmance,  in 
addition  to  interest,  but  no  interest  to  be  charged  on  said 
damages."  The  defendants  excepted  to  each  of  these  charges, 
and  requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  "  if  they  believed 
the  evidence,  they  must  find  for  the  defendants ;  "  which  charge 
the  court  refused,  and  the  defendants  excepted  to  its  refusal. 

The  rulings  of  the  court  on  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  the 
charges  given,  and  the  refusal  of  the  charge  asked,  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

Humes,  Gordon  &  Sheffey,  and  L.  W.  Day,  for  the  appel- 
lants.— The  bond  is,  in  form,  a  statutory  obligation ;  and  eadi 
count,  in  legal  effect,  declares  on  it  as  such.  But,  whether  the 
second  count  be  construed  as  declaring  on  it  as  a  statutory  or 
as  a  common-law  obligation,  the  demurrer  to  it  should  have 
been  sustained ;  because,  if  sued  on  as  a  statutory  bond,  it  never 
had  that  effect,  not  having  been  approved  by  the  judge  of  the 
court,  and  no  copy  of  the  writ  of  error  having  been  lodged  with 
the  clerk  ;  and  if  as  a  common-law  obligation,  it  was  not  sup- 
ported by  any  sufficient  consideration,  since  its  recitals  show 
that  its  sole  consideration  was  the  supersedeas  of  the  judgment, 
and  that  it  did  not  have  that  effect.  It  was  essential  that  the 
bond,  to  have  the  effect  of  a  sujyersedeas^  should  be  approved 
by  the  judge,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  writ  of  error  should  be 
lodged  in  the  clerk's  office,  as  required  by  statute. — U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat.  §§  1,000  to  1,007 ;  Goddard  v.  Ordway,  94  U.  S.  672 ; 
Slauglder  House  cases,  10  Wall.  273 ;  Hudgins  v.  Kemp, 
18  How.  530 ;  Adams  v.  Late,  16  How.  148 ;  Railroad  v.  Har- 
ris, 7  Wall.  574;  O'Dowdv.  Russell,  14  Wall.  402;-  Hogan  v. 
Ross,  11  How.  295;  Kitchen  v.  Randolph,  93  U.  S.  %Q',  Salt- 
marsh  v.  Tuthill,  12  How.  387 ;  United  States  v.  Curry,  6  How. 
113 ;  Comm'rs  v.  Gorman,  19  Wall.  661 ;  1  Cr.  C.  C.  532 ; 
Bangs  (&  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  23  How.  1 ;  Black  v.  Zacharie, 
3  How.  494 ;  O'Reilly  v.  Edr'mgton,  6  Otto,  724 ;  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Omaha,  6  Otto,  737 ;  United  States  v.  Hodge,  3  How.  534. 
For  similar  decisions,  under  State  statutes,  see  Ktcstis  v.  Holmes, 
48  Miss.  34 ;  Kx  parte  Sihert,  67  Ala.  349 ;  Mining  Co.  v. 
Fulling,  89  Illinois,  58 ;  7  Daly,  N.  Y.  95  ;  Blanchard  v.  Wolf, 
1  Mo.  App.  520;  Ham  v.  Greve,  41  Indiana,  531.  The  bond 
was  without  any  consideration,  and  was  not  valid  as  a  common- 
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law  obligatiou. — Sears  i\  Bearsh,  7  La.  Ann.  589 ;  ^waU  v. 
Franklin^  2  Porter,  493 ;  Whitsett  v.  Womack^  8  Ala.  466 ; 
Alston  V.  Alston^  34  Ala.  15;  Steele  v.  Tutwilei\  63  Ala.  369  ; 
Copelomd  v.  Ounningham^  63  Ala.  394.  The  defendants  are 
not  estopped  from  assailing  the  consideration  or  validity  of  the 
bond. — Adam^  v.  Olive,  61  Ah.  250;  Bey^edict  v.  Bray^  2  Cal. 
251 ;  Perry  v.  Hensley,  14  B.  Monroe,  474;  Thompson  v.  Lock- 
wood,  15  John. '256;  Merriam  v.  Railroad  Co.,  17  Mass.  241; 
38  Indiana,  521 ;  Hamner  v.  Cobhs,  2  Stew.  &  P.  383.  If  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  no  proof  of  damage 
being  made,  they  could  only  recover  nominal  damages. — Mar- 
cuin  V.  Burgess,  67  Ala.  556;  Baghyv.  Harris,  9  Ala.  173;  Moore 
V.  Anderson,  20  Texas,  224;  Probata  Court  v.  Slasati,  23  Ver- 
mont, 306 ;  24  Md.  310 ;  13  B.  Monroe,  330 ;  31  Mo.  95  ;  4Rob. 
N.  Y.  372;  Omaha  Hotel  Co.  o.  Kountze,  17  Otto,  378. 

Jno.  D.  Brandon,  and  W.  R.  Nelson,  contra. — If  the  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  recover  under  either  count,  the  judgment 
will  be  sustained. — Telegraph  Co.  v.  Meyer,  61  Ala,  161 ;  Smith 
cfe  Gary  v.  Aubrey,  19  Ala.  165.  The  demurrer  was  to  each 
count  as  whole,  and  denied  any  right  of  recovery  at  all ;  and  if 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  only  the  costs,  the  demurrers 
were  properly  overruled.  If  the  bond  should  be  held  defective 
as  a  statutory  supersedeas  bond,  it  is  nevertheless  valid  as  an 
appeal  bond,  and  is  supported  by  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
upnold  it  as  a  common-law  obligation. — Sprowl  v.  iMwrence, 
33  Ala.  692 ;  Aht4m v.  Alston,  34  Ala.  21 ;  Williamson  v.  Woolf, 
37  Ala.  298  ;  Masterson  v.  Mattheivs,  60  Ala.  260 ;  Munter  v. 
Beese,  61  Ala.  395;  Jetikins  v.  Lockard's  Adm^r,  66  Ala.  377; 
United  States  v.  Tingley,  5  Peters,  115;  United  States  v. 
Linn,  15  Peters,  315  ;  United  States  v.  Hodson,  10  Wallace, 
409 ;  Hester  v.  Keith  cfc  Kelly,  1  Ala.  316 ;   Gayle  v.  Martiny 

3  Ala.  593;  WhiUett  v.  Wornack,  8  Ala.  466 ;  Adams  v.  Olive^ 
57  Ala.  249.  But  the  bond  was  valid  and  sufficient  as  a  statu- 
tory bond.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  are  directory  merely, 
and  not  mandatory  ;  and  being  intended  for  the  jirotection  and 
benefit  of  appellees,  they  may  waive  any  imperfection  or  in- 
formality. The  bond  was,  in  legal  effect,  taken  by  the  judge, 
acting  through  the  clerk ;  and  it  was  approved  by  the  clerk, 
under  an  order  which  was  made  at  the  instance  of  the  appel- 
lants, which  was  binding  until  revoked,  and  which  has  never 
been  revoked.  It  was  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute, 
and  has  answered  all  the  purposes  of  a  sudersedeus  bond. 
United  States  v.  Tingley,  5  Petei*s,  128 ;  Davidson  v.  LMnier^ 

4  Wallace,  447;  Ex  parte  Railroad  Co.,  5  Wallace,  188;  Sey- 
mour v.  FAer,  5  Wallace,  822 ;  Ruhber  Co.  v.  Goodyear, 
6  Wallace,  153 ;  Supervisors  v.  Camper^  3  Wendell,  49  ;  Ohio 
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V.  Bmoman,  10  Ohio,  445 ;  Fellows  v.  6^^77na7^,  4  Wendell,  414 ; 
Clayton  v.  Antmiy^  18  Grat.  578 ;  Lawton  v.  Irwin,  9  Wen- 
dell, 236.  The  defendants  are  estopped  from  denying  the 
validity  of  the  bond,  either  as  a  statutory  bond,  or  as  a  common- 
law  obligation. — Herman  on  Estoppel,  §§  229-55  ;  Bigelow  on 
Estoppel,  295-318;  Brandt  on  Suretyship,  §§  29,  30,  363; 
George  v.  Bisekopjy,  68  111.  237;  Eobertson  v.  Coker,  11  Ala. 
A^Q\McClurev.  Coldougk,  17  Ala.  89;  May  v.  Robertson, '[^  A\2i. 
86 ;  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMillan,  29  Ala.  147 ;  Spence  v. 
Rutledge,  11  Ala.  590 ;  Wright  v.  Lang,  66  Ala.  389 ;  12  Ver- 
mont, 39;  18  Howard,  289;  Mason  v.  Richai'ds,  12  Iowa,  73; 
People  V.  Fdvxirds,  9  Cal.  286 ;  McCracken  v.  Todd,  1  Kansas, 
148;  14  La.  Ann.  736;  Crainford  v.  IIannon,%  Geo.  814; 
Bank  v.  Smith,  5  Allen,  413 ;  16  Gray,  473. 

STONE,  J. — This  is  a  suit  upon  an  appeal  bond,  by  which  a 
judgment  of  a  Circuit  Court  of  the  Ignited  States  was  carried 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  there  affirmed.  The  complaint  has 
two  counts ;  one  claiming  that  the  bond  is  a  statutory  supersedeas 
bond ;  the  other,  counting  on  it  as  a  common-law  obligation. 
Each  count,  however,  is  sufficient,  if  we  treat  the  bond  simply 
as  a  common-law  undertaking ;  and  each  assigns,  as  a  special 
breach,  that  the  appeal  was  not  prosecuted  to  effect,  and  that 
the  costs  of  appeal  were  not  paid.  To  this  extent,  there  can  be 
no  question  that  appellees  were  entitled  to  recover,  and  the  de- 
murrer was  properly  overruled. — Hughes  v.  Hatchett,  55  Ala. 
539 ;  Drake  v.  Wetfh,  63  Ala.  596 ;  Shelton  v.  Otis,  at  the  last 
term.  * 

Under  the  act  of  Congress,  and  the  rulings  thereon,  we  feel 
bound  to  hold  that  the  bond  did  not,  and  could  not,  operate  as 
a  supersedeas.  It  was  not  approved  by  a  judge  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  a  copy  of  the  MTit  of  error,  for  the  adverse  party, 
was  not  depovsited  with  the  clerk,  as  the  statute  requires. 
Black  V.  Zarharie,  3  How.  l^.  S.  483 ;  O'Reilly  v.  Edringto^i, 
D6  U.  S.  724 ;  National  Bank  v.  Omaha,  lb.  737 ;  Railroad 
Company  v.  Harris,  7  Wall.  574;  CDowdv.  Russell,  14  Wall. 
402 ;  Anson  v.  Railroad  Company,  23  How.  1 ;  Ilogan  v.  Ross, 
11  How.  r.  S.  294;  Davenport  v.  Fletcher,  16  How.  143; 
Hudgens  v.  Ketnp,  18  How.  530 ;  Slaughter  House  cases, 
10  Wall.  273,  290;  Goddard  v.  Ordway,  94  U.  S.  672;  Rev. 
Stat.  U.  S.    §§  1,000,  et  seq. 

The  rulings  of  the  Circuit  Court  are  not  reconcilable  with 
the  views  above  expressed. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


*  This  case  has  never  been  reported,  the  ophiion  having  been  lost  or 
mislaid.     Rep. 
Vol.  lxxii. 
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Dotliard  r.  Densoii. 

Statutory  Real  Action  in  nature  of  Ejectment. 

1.  Struck  jury  in  civil  cause;  challenge  for  cuuHf. — When  a  struck  jury- 
is  demanded  in  a  civil  cause,  although  the  statute  i)rovides  that,  from  the 
list  of  jurors  in  attendance  upon  the  court,  furnished  by  the  sherifT,  *'  a 
iurj-  must  be  obtained  by  the  parties  striking  alternately  one  from  the 
list  until  twelve  are  stricken  ofT,"  and  that  "  the  jury  thus  obtained  must 
not  be  challenged  for  any  cause"  (Code,  ^  3018) ;  Vet  either  party  may 
challenge  a  juror  for  cause,  on  account  of  bias  or  interest  in  the  particu- 
lar case;  and  the  fact  that  a  juror  served  in  that  capacity  on  a  former 
trial  of  the  cause,  which  resulted  in  a  mistrial,  is  gootl  ground  of  chal- 
lenge for  cause. 

2.  Adterite  ponxexition;  what  ronxtituleg.- — Although  a  deed  may  Ije 
necessary  to  show  a  valid  title  to  land,  it  is  not  an  essential  element  of 
adverse  possession,  which  may  be  acquired  and  held  under  a  sale  of 
which  there  is  no  written  evidence. 

3.  Declaration^  of  i>erson  in  possession  of  laud. — The  declarations  of  a 
person  in  possession  of  land,  as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  his  jjos- 
session,  are  competent  evidence  in  his  favor;  but  his  statements  as  to 
the  i>er8on  from  whom  he  lx)ught  it,  and  as  to  the  price  paid,  are  merely 
narrative  of  a  past  transaction,  and  are  not  a<^lmissible  as  evidence. 

4.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title. — A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  may  recover 
upon  pr<x)f  of  possession  merely,  as  against  an  intruder  or  trespasser,  or 
one  who  does  not  show  a  better  right;  but  iwssession  is  presumed,  in  the 
absence  of  all  e>-idence  to  the  contrary,  to  be  rightful,  and  in  subordina- 
tion to  the  true  title;  and  the  burden  of  proving  it  to  l>e  adverse,  as 
against  the  owner  of  the  legal  title,  is  on  the  partv  asserting  it. 

5.  Adverse  possession;  what  constitutes. — (nx>d  faith  in  claiming  posses- 
sion and  title  is  an  indisjx*nsable  element  of  adverse  jjossession  ;  but  this 
does  not  imply  or  involve  a  Ixjlief  on  the  part  of  the  ixjssessor  in  the 
strength  or  validity  of  his  title. 

6.  Same. — When  a  person  enters  into  the  possession  of  land  as  the 
tenant  of  another,  or  in  subordination  to  the  title  of  another,  his  posses- 
sion does  not  become  adverse  as  against  that  j>er8on,  until  there  has  been 
a  disclaimer  and  disavowal  of  his  title,  and  notice  ti»ereof  brought  home 
to  him,  either  actual,  or  so  oi)en  an<l  notorious  as  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion of  notice ;  and  this  possession  does  not  ripen  into  a  title,  unless  con- 
tinued 8ubse(|uently,  without  interruption,  for  ten  years. 

Appeal  from  Circuit  Court  of  Cleburne. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Leroy  F.  Box. 

This  action  was  brought  by  William  Dothard,  against  Philip 
Denson  and  others,  to  recover  the  possession  of  a  small  tract  of 
land,  particularly  described  in  the  complaint ;  and  was  com- 
menced on  the  17th  July,  1877.  The  defendants  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  and  the  statutes  of  limitation  of  ten  and  twenty 
years ;  and  issue  was  joined  on  these  pleas.  On  the  trial,  as 
the  bill  of  exceptions  recites,  ''  the  plaintiff  having  demanded  a 
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struck  jury,  the  clerk  thereupon  delivered  to  the  counsel  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  to  the  counsel  of  the  defendant,  a  list  of  each 
panel  of  the  jurors,  there  being  twelve  jurors  on  each  panel  at 
the  time.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  moved  the  court  to  exclude 
tvro  of  the  jurors  from  the  panel,  on  the  ground  that  they  had 
been  members  of  the  jury  at  a  previous  term  to  which  this 
cause  was  submitted  for  trial,  when  there  was  a  mistrial ;  and 
this  objection  was  admitted  by  the  defendants  to  be  true.  The 
plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  exclude  said  two  jurors  from  the 
panel,  and  to  have  their  places  supplied  by  qualified  jurors ; 
which  motion  the  court  overruled,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
The  defendants  struck  one  of  said  jurors  from  the  panel,  and 
the  other  served  on  the  trial." 

The  plaintiff  proved  his  possession  of  the  land  in  1844,  or 
1845,  and  the  payment  of  rent  to  him,  for  several  years,  by 
persons  who  were  digging  for  gold  on  the  land,  or  cultivating 
small  detached  portions;  and  his  purcha^*fe  of  the  land,  in  1870, 
at  an  administrator's  sale.  A  witness  for  the  plaintiff  testified, 
that  before  Denson  built  a  house  on  the  land,  in  1851,  or  1852, 
he  asked  and  obtained  plaintiff's  permission  to  build ;  and  that 
he,  witness,  then  a  slave,  was  sent  by  plaintiff  to  assist  in  put- 
ting up  the  house.  Other  witnesses  for  plaintiff  testified  to  de- 
clarations made  by  Denson,  at  various  times  during  the  years 
1863-4,  1869,  and  1873,  disclaiming  title  in  himself,  and 
acknowledging  that  he  held  under  plaintiff.  Said  Denson,  tes- 
tifying as  a  witness  for  defendants,  denied  that  he  had  ever 
asked  plaintiff's  permission  to  build,  or  had  ever  held  under 
him,  or  acknowledged  his  title  in  any  way ;  and  he  claimed  to 
have  bought  the  land,  by  verbal  contract,  from  one  Curran 
Pettitt.  jD.  V.  Crider,  a  witness  for  defendants,  "  testified  that, 
from  the  time  Philip  Denson  built  on  the  land,  he  mined  on 
all  the  lands  sued  for,  up  to  the  time  he  cleared  and  inclosed 
them  for  farming  purposes ;  and  tliat  in  1844,  prior  to  said 
Denson's  purchase  from  Pettitt,  hereinafter  mentioned,  one 
Putnam  lived  on  said  west  half,  and  had  a  cabin  and  a  cleared 
patch  on  it.  Defendants  proposed  to  prove  by  said  witness, 
that  said  Putnam,  at  said  time  above  named,  sold  his  interest 
in  said  west  half  to  Curran  Pettitt,  for  a  wagon  and  steers ;  that 
the  sale  was  verbal,  there  being  no  writings,  and  the  parties  be- 
ing at  the  time  in  the  road  at  Arbacoochie."  The  plaintiff  ob- 
jected to  the  admission  of  this  testimony,  "  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  illegal  and  irrelevant,  and  because  the  said  sale  was  not 
in  writing."  The  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  allowed 
the  testimony  to  go  to  the  jury  "  as  evidence  under  the  statute 
of  limitations ;"  and  plaintiff  excepted.  The  bill  of  excep- 
tions further  states  in  this  connection :  "  There  was  no  evidence 
that  Putnam  then  and  there,  or  at  any  other  time,  put  said 
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Pettitt  in  actual  possession  of  his  interest  in  said  land.  Pettitt 
said  to  Putnam,  '  Here  are  your  nteers  and  truujon^  for  your  in- 
terest in  the  west  half  of  mx;''  and  he  said,  ^  It  is  aU  right f 
and  this  was  all  of  it  tnat  the  witness  testified  to  in  regard  to 
said  sale.''  Several  witnesses  for  the  defendants  were  allowed 
to  testify,  against  the  objections  of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  declara- 
tions of  said  Denson,  while  living  on  the  land,  "that  he  had 
bought  said  land  from  Curran  Pettitt,  and  paid  him  a  valuable 
consideration  therefor;"  and  to  the  admission  of  these  declara- 
tions as  evidence  exceptions  were  duly  reserved  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  court  refused  six  charges  in  writing  asked  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  gave  eighteen  charges  asked  by  the  defendants.  The 
opinion  of  the  court  renders  it  unnecessary  to  set  out  these 
charges  at  length,  as  the  principles  enunciated  can  l)e  under- 
stood without  them.  The  refusal  of  the  charges  asked,  the 
charges  given  and  excepted  to,  and  the  other  rulings  to  which 
exceptions  were  reserved  as  above  stated,  are  now  assigned  as 
error. 

Jno.  T.  Heflin,  and  Aiken  &  Martin,  for  appellants. 

Smith  <fe  SMrrii,  contra. 

BRICKELL,  C.  J. — The  present  statute,  in  regulation  of 
the  right  of  parties  to  civil  causes  to  demand  a  struck  jury 
(Code  of  1876,  §  3018),  is  not  materially  variant  from  the 
former  statute  (Clay's  Dig.  459,  §  52).  When  the  right  is  de- 
manded, neither  party, — whether  it  is  the  party  making  the 
demand,  or  his  adversary, — is  to  be  subjected  to  the  hazard  of 
being  compelled  to  submit  the  issue  to  the  verdict  of  jurors 
who  may  be  of  the  regular  panels  in  attendance  upon  the  court, 
and  yet  subject  to  challenge  because  of  bias  or  interest  as  to 
the  particular  case. — Davis  v.  Hunter,  7  Ala.  135.  The  right 
of  the  parties  to  a  jury  free  from  bias  or  interest  is  not  lest, 
nor  subjected  to  chance  or  peril,  because  one  party,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  a  legal  right — exercised,  it  is  presumed,  that  an  im- 
partial jury  may  be  secured — demands  a  struck  jury.  Jurors  who 
were  members  of  a  former  jury,  to  whom  the  cause  had  l)een 
submitted,  discharged,  and  a  mistrial  had,  because  the  jnrj' 
could  not  agree,  are  not  competent  jurors  upon  a  subsequent 
trial  of  the  cause ;  they  are  not  impartial — free  from  the  bias 
of  formed  opinions.^ — Smith  v.  State,  55  Ala.  1.  The  Circuit 
Court  erred,  in  not  excluding  from  the  panel  the  two  jurors  to 
whom  objection  was  made. 

2.  I*nma  facie,  the  sale  of  the  lands  bv  Putnam  to  Pettitt 
was  irrelevant.  If  evidence  of  the  sale  Lad  been  offered,  in 
connection  with  evidence  that  Pettitt  subsequently  sold  to  Den- 
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son,  and  that  he  entered,  claiming  possession  and  title  from  the 
sale,  the  evidence  would  have  been  relevant.  That  there  was  no 
written  evidence  of  sale,  would  not  have  been  material.  A  claim 
of  title,  rendering  a  possession  adverse,  may  rest  upon  a  sale  of 
which  there  is  no  written  evidence.  The  writing  may  be  essen- 
tial, to  render  the  title  valid  ;  but  it  is  not  the  validity  of  the 
title  claimed,  which  is  an  element  of  adverse  possession.  The 
claim,  and  intention  to  claim  title  and  possession,  however  the 
title  may  be  derived,  distinguishes  the  possession  from  that  of  a 
mere  trespasser.  But  the  evidence,  not  having  been  offered  in 
connection  with  evidence  of  this  character,  and  no  such  evi- 
dence having  been  subsequently  adduced,  was  improperly  ad- 
mitted.— Mardis  v.  SImckelford,  4  Ala.  493 ;  Bates  v.  Terrell, 
7  Ala.  129. 

3.  The  declarations  of  Denson,  that  he  bought  the  land  from 
Fettitt,  and  of  the  price  he  paid,  were  inadmissible.  The  de- 
clarations of  a  party  in  possession  of  property,  real  or  personal, 
explanatory  of  the  possession,  are  received  in  evidence  on  the 
principle  of  res  gest(B. — 1  Brick  Dig  843,  §§  558-59.  But 
his  declarations  merely  narrative  of  past  transactions,  or  re- 
specting the  source  of  the  title,  or  the  contract  by  which  pos- 
session was  acquired,  are  inadmissible. — Ih.  843,  ^  560. 

4.  The  principal  point  of  contention  in  the  Circuit  Court 
was  directed  to  the  charactei*  of  the  possession  of  the  premises 
by  one  of  the  defendants.  It  seems  not  to  have  been  disputed, 
that  the  possession  had  been  continued  for  a  period  of  time 
which  barred  the  true  owner  of  the  right  of  entry,  and  would 
be  protected  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  it  was  adverse. 
jSTumerous  instructions  were  given  and  refused  upon  this 
point,  which  are  now  assigned  as  error.  It  would  not  serve 
any  useful  purpose  to  consider  them  separately.  There  are  a 
few  general  principles  governing  this  question,  illustrated  by 
repeated  decisions  of  this  court,  w^hich  were  not  observed  in  the 
giving  and  refusal  of  several  of  these  instructions,  and  obser- 
vance of  which,  upon  another  trial,  will  lead  to  a  just  determi- 
nation of  the  cause. 

The  mere  possession  of  land  is  not  i^rima  facie  adverse  to 
the  title  of  the  true  owner  All  presumptions  and  intendments 
are  favorable  to  the  title,  and  possessions  are  not  presumed  to 
be  hostile,  but  rather  in  subordination  to  it.  As  to  an  intruder, 
or  trespasser,  or  as  to  one  who  does  not  show  a  better  right, 
possession  of  lands,  like  the  possession  of  personal  property,  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  title,  and  will  support  ejectment.  But, 
though  this  presumption  attaclies  to  the  possession — that  it  is 
an  occupancy  by  right — the  presumption  disappears  in  the 
presence  of  the  title.  When  the  title  is  shown  not  to  attend  the 
possession,  but  that  it  resides  in  another,  the  law,  not  favoring 
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wrong,  will  not  presume  that  the  possession  was  taken,  or  is 
held  and  claimed,  in  hostility  to  the  title.  The  burden  of  prov- 
ing tire  possession  adverse — that,  it  was  taken  and  held  under  a 
claim  01  title  hostile  to  the  title  of  the  true  owner — rests  upon 
the  party  a.sserting  it. — Bi'own  v.  CockreU,  33  Ala.  38 ;  Iler- 
}}ei't  V.  flan)'ick\  10  Ala.  581 ;  Ang.  Lim  ^  385  ;  2  Smith's  Lead. 
Cases,  642. 

A  material  inijuiry  in  this  cause — one  the  jury  will  not  fail 
readily  to  solve,  under  projjer  instructions — is,  whether  the  de- 
fendant, Denson,  entered  upon  the  lands  in  good  faith,  claim- 
ing title  to  them  ;  and  whether  the  possession  and  claim  was 
continuous an<l  uninterrupted,  for  the  period  of  ten  years  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit.  We  say  m  gooil  faith ^  clahn- 
iny  title;  but  we  must  not  be  understood  as  saying,  that  the  in- 
(piiry  as  to  good  faith  in  claiming  title  involves  an  inquiry  into 
his  belief  in  the  strength  of  his  title,  or  that  he  had  any  title. 
It  is  g«x>d  faith  in  claiming  ix>ssession  and  title — the  real  inten- 
tion to  claim  the  possession  as  his  own,  distinct  from,  and  hos- 
tile to,  the  title  of  the  true  owner.  If  that  was  not  his  real  in- 
tention, there  is  an  absence  of  an  indispensable  element  of  ad- 
verse possession.  The  true  owner,  it  may  be,  during  any  period 
of  the  possession,  could  have  resorted  to  legal  remedies,  and 
ejected  him.  But  he  was  not  bound  to  resort  to  such  remedies 
— it  rested  in  his  election,  whether  he  would  treat  the  pos- 
session taken  without  claim  of  right,  and  not  in  hostility  to  his 
title,  as  an  ouster  or  disseisin,  or  as  dependent  upon  his  pleasure 
for  its  continuance. — Ang.  Lim.  jj  387;  Farmer  v.  Eslava^ 
11  Ala  1028;  Onnoud  v.  Martin,  37  Ala.  598;  Manli/  v. 
7\irnipseed,  37  Ala.  522. 

6.  The  whole  doctrine  of  adverse  possession  rests  upon  the 
presumed  ac(]uiescence  of  the  party  immediately  affected  by 
such  possession.  Therefore  it  is,  when  possession  of  property 
is  originally  held  and  ac(]uired  in  sulwrdination  to  the  title  of 
the  true  owner,  to  constitute  the  continued  possession  adverse, 
there  mu.^t  be  a  disclaimer  of  the  title  of  him  from  whom  the 
possession  was  acijuired,  and  an  actual  hostile  possession  of 
which  he  has  notice,  or  which  is  so  open  and  noto  ions  as  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  notice. — Lucas  v.  Danieh,  34  Ala.  188; 
t^helton  V.  J'J^lara,  6  Ala.  230;  Alexander  r.  Wheeler,  69  Ala. 
332 ;  Johnson  r.  Collins,  57  Ala.  304.  If  Denson  originally  en- 
tered upon,  and  ac(|ui  red  the  possession  of  the  lands,  by  the. 
permission  of  Dothard,  he  entered  in  subserviency  to  his  title 
I'nless  he  has  subsetjuently,  and  continously  for  the  period  of 
ten  years,  openly  disclaimed  and  disavowed  the  title  of  Doth- 
ard, asserting  an  adverse  right  and  title  in  himself,  of  which 
notice  is  brought  home  to  Dothard,  there  is  no  foundation  for 
35 
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the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations. — Zeller  v.  Eckert, 
4  How.  289. 

If,  during  the  period  of  the  possession,  Denson  declared  that 
the  lands  were  Dothard's,  or  that  he  was  holding  under  Doth- 
ard,  or  by  his  consent,  the  possession  was  permissive,  not  ad- 
verse. Nor  will  a  continued  possession  after  such  declarations 
avail  to  mature  a  title  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  unless 
Denson  changed  the  character  of  his  possession  by  disavowal 
and  disclaimer,  or  by  the  exercise  of  acts  of  ownership  incon- 
sistent with  a  possession  in  subordination  to  the  title,  of  which 
Dothard  had  notice. — Ang.  Lim.  §  384.  And  the  declarations 
of  Denson  while  in  possession,  that  he  had  no  title,  or  that  he 
did  not  claim  title,  whether  his  possession  was  or  not  by  per- 
mission of  Dothard,  are  evidence  that  his  possession  was  not  ad- 
verse, capable  of  maturing  into  title  under  the  statute  of  limit- 
ations.— 2   Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  642. 

The  rulings  of  the  Circuit  Court  were  inconsistent  with  these 
views,  and  its  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded. 


Humes  v.  Bernstein. 

Statutory  Real  Actum  in  nature  of  Ejectment. 

1.  Map,  or  diagraiu;  when  admissible  as  evidence. — A  surveyor,  or  ex- 
pert, testifying  as  to  tlie  form,  configuration,  or  dimensions  of  the  land 
in  controversy,  may  introduce  a  map  or  diagram,  made  by  himself,  to 
aid  in  making  his  testimony  intelligible;  and  such  map  or  diagram  may 
then  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  to  aid  them  in  understanding  or  remem- 
bering his  testimony.  But  such  map  or  diagram  is  not  prima  facie  or 
presumptively  correct,  unless  prepared  by  a  county  surveyor,  after  notice 
to  the  party  in  adverse  interest,  as  provided  by  the  statute  (Code,  §  868) ; 
and  not  having  been  so  prepared,  but  made  by  the  witness  without  hav- 
ing the  title-papers  before  him,  and  a<lmitte<l  by  him,  on  examination  of 
the  deeds,  to  be  incorrect,  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  for 
any  purpose. 

2.  Description  of  lands  in  slierijfs  deed. — A  sheriff's  de«d  for  land  sold 
under  execution,  described  as  "  part  of  lot  number  seventy  (70),  fronting 
on  Gallatin  street  fifty  (50)  feet,  and  extending  eastwardly  sevent^'-three 
(73)  feet,"  though  too  indefinite  to  authorize  a  recovery,  is  not  void  on 
its  face  for  uncertainty  ;  but,  the  lot  sold  being  further  described  as  "  the 
property  of  Isaac  Jemison  &  ('o.,"  and  the  dimensions  of  lot  seventy  (70) 
l)eing  shown,  extrinsic  evidence  would  be  admissible  to  show  that  Jemi- 
son &  Co.  only  owned  a  part  of  said  lot  corresponding  with  the  dimen- 
sions given  in  the  deed,  and  to  i<lentify  that  portion. 

3.  Adverse  possession,  and  color  of  title  nnd^r  deed. — When  a  vendor 
conveys  by  deed  lands  particularly  designated,  or  described  by  numbers, 
metes  and  V)ounds,  the  purchaser  acquires  title,  or  color  of  title,  only  to 
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the  lands  within  the  desi^ated  nunil:)er8  and  boundaries ;  and  if  he  claims 
adverse  |)osKo.ssion,  under  color  of  title,  of  adjoining  lands  outside  of  those 
numl)ers  and  lx)undaries,  Inrause  his  vendor  was  in  possession  thereof 
at  the  time  his  conveyance  was  executed,  he  must  show  that  the  pos- 
session thereof  was  delivered  to  }iim,as  a  part  of  the  lands  sold  and  con- 
veyed ;  othefwise,  he  can  not  tack  his  vendor's  prior  possession  to  his 
own  Bubseiiuent  jKtssession,  for  the  puri)08e  of  making  out  a  title  under 
the  statute  of  Umitations. 

4.  Effict  of  adrerse  pon^exKion  on  fonveijnnce. — ^To  avoid  a  conveyance 
of  lands  made  by  one  who  is  out  of  possession,  on  the  ground  of  a(i verse 
possession  in  another,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  adverse  possessor 
should  have  color  of  title,  nor  is  it  sufficient  to  show  only  the  exercise  of 
acts  of  ownership  by  him  :  to  avoid  the  conveyance,  he  must  be  in  ad- 
verse possession,  "exercising  acts  of  ownership,  and  claiming  to  be 
rightfully  in  jjossession." 

5.  Proof  ami  effect  of  act*  of  ownership. — On  the  (juestion  of  adverse 
holding,  or  of  asserted  claim  of  right,  acts  of  ownership  are  legal  evidence 
to  ^  before  the  jury  ;  but  they  are  not  the  equivalent  of  a  claim  of  right, 
which  is  a  conclusion  of  fact  to  be  drawn  by  the  jury  from  all  the  evi- 
dence, under  appropriate  instructions. 

6.  JudirinI  gulfs;  not  affected  hy  mainlenauce,  or  adverse  poeseggion. — A 
judicial  sale — that  is,  a  sale  made  by  a  j)ublic  officer,  nnder  legal  process 
— is  not  within  the  doctrine  against  maintenance,  and  its  validity  is  not 
aflFected  by  the  fact  that  the  land  is  at  the  time  in  the  possession  of  a 
tliird  j)erson,  claiming  adversely  to  the  defendant  in  the  process. 

7.  Claim  for  ralnuhle  iinproveinentii,  and  liabllltij  for  rent. — When  the 
defendant  suggests  on  the  record  adverse  possession  for  three  years  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  the  erection  of  valuable  improve- 
ments, the  statute  makes  provision  for  the  manner  in  which,  if  the  sug- 
gestion is  foun<l  true,  the  value  of  the  improvements  and  of  the  use  and  oc- 
<:upation  of  the  land  shall  be  setoff  against  each  other  (Cmle,  §§  2951-54) ; 
but,  he  is  not  entitled  to  compensation  for  such  improvements,  unless 
thev  were  erected  under  "  the  bona  fide  belief  that  the  proj)erty  was  his ;  " 
an(f  if  the  jury  find  that  he  erectetl  them  "  in  the  mistaken  but  honest 
belief  that  the  laml  was  covered  by  his  deed,  but  with  no  intention  of 
claiming  the  lot  if  not  embrace«l  in  his  deed,  then  he  will  Ixi  entitled  to 
the  value  of  his  improvements,  but  must  answer  for  rents  during  the 
time  they  were  being  put  up." 

8.  t'oiigtruction  and  operation  of  deed:  queMiona  for  court  and  jury. 
The  construction  of  a  deed  is  always  a  question  for  the  court ;  but,  when 
its  construction  and  operation,  as  to  the  limits  and  Itoundaries  of  the 
lands  conveyed,  depend  upon  extrinsic  parol  evidence,  its  construction 
and  effet!t  should  be  stated  to  the  jury  hypothetically,  so  that  they  may 
pass  ujxin  the  facts. 

AiM'K.M-  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  II.  C.  Spkakk. 

This  action  was  brought  by  Mrs.  E.  C.  Humes  and  otliers, 
against  Morris  Bernstein  ;  and  was  conninenced  on  the  11th  July, 
1871.  The  premises  sued  for  were  tlius  described  in  the  com- 
plaint:  *'  Part  of  lot  number  seventeen  in  the  original  plan  of 
said  city  |  Iluntsvillej,  fronting  on  Gallatin  street,  commencing 
on  said  street  ninety-nine  feet  from  the  north-west  corner  of 
«aid  lot  number  seventeen,  and  running  thence  southwardly, 
along  said  street,  thirty-eight  and  one-half  feet;  thence  east- 
wardly,  and  at  right  angles  with  said  street,  one  hundred  and 
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sixteen  and  one-half  feet ;  thence  northwestwardly,  on  a  line 
parallel  with  said  street,  thirty-eight  and  one-half  feet ;  thence 
westwardly,  at  right  angles  with  said  street,  to  the  beginning  ;'* 
and  another  narrow  strip  of  land,  two  feet  wide,  by  ninety-nine 
feet  in  depth,  which  fronted  Clinton  street  on  the  north,  and 
run  back  in  the  rear  to  the  lot  first  described.  This  narrow 
strip  requires  no  particular  notice,  as  the  controversy,  on  each 
trial,  seems  to  have  been  confined  to  the  larger  lot.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded — 1st,  "  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  unlawfully  with- 
holding the  premises  claimed  by  plaintiffs  ; "  2d,  "tiie  statute 
of  limitations  of  ten  years ;  "  3d,  "  that  defendant,  and  those 
through  whom  he  claims,  have  had  and  held  actual  adverse  pos- 
session of  the  premises  sued  for,  under  claim  of  title,  for  more 
than  fifteen  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit;"  and^ 
4th,  "  defendant  suggests  that  he,  and  those  whose  possession 
he  has,  for  three  years  next  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  have  had  adverse  possession  of  the  premises  sued  for,  and 
have  made  valuable  improvements  thereon."  Issue  was  joined 
on  all  of  these  pleas. 

The  square,  or  block,  in  which  the  premises  sued  for  are 
situated,  was  bounded  north  by  Clinton  street,  east  by  Jeffer- 
son street,  south  by  Randolph,  and  west  by  (lallatin  street ;  and 
it  was  subdivided,  according  to  the  original  map  of  the  city,, 
into  four  lots  of  equal  size,  numbered  17,  18,  25,  and  26,  each 
of  which  measured  147  feet,  0  inches,  in  width,  and  the  same 
in  length.  Lot  No.  17  was  the  north-west  fourth  of  the  square, 
and  the  defendant  claimed  and  had  possession  of  the  greater 
part,  if  not  the  whole  of  it ;  while  the  plaintiffs  owned  the  resi- 
due of  the  square,  and  adjoined  his  premises  on  the  east  and 
south.  The  plaintiffs  claimed  the  premises  as  a  part  of  the 
property  which  once  belonged  to  the  old  "  Bell  Tavern,"  and 
afterwards  to  the  "Huntsville  Hotel  Company  ;"  deducing  title 
under  a  deed  from  the  United  States  marshal  to  L.  P.  Walker, 
as  the  purchaser  at  a  sale  under  execution  against  said  hotel 
company,  and  a  subsequent  deed  by  AValker  to  said  plaintiffs. 
The  marshal's  deed  to  Walker  was  dated  February  7th,  1870, 
and  described  the  property  sold  as  "lots  number  seventeen, 
eighteen,  twenty-five  and  twenty-six,"  bounded  by  the  four 
streets  surrounding  the  square,  and  "  known  as  the  Pluntsville 
Hotel  Company's  property ; "  and  Walker's  deed  to  plaintiffs, 
which  was  dated  May  22d,  1871,  contained  the  same  descrip- 
tion. 

The  defendant  bought  his  property  from  R.  W.  Chappell, 
and  received  a  conveyance  dated  December  21st,  1861,  in  which 
the  premises  conveyed  were  thus  described :  *'  Parts  of  lot 
numbered  seventeen  in  the  plan  of  said  town,  commencing  at 
the  twrth-west  corner  of  a  little  hrick  house  on  Gallatin  street^ 
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aud  riinninff  thence  eastwardly,  at  right  angles  with  said  street, 
and  parallel  with  C'linton  street,  seventy-four  and  a  half  feet,  to 
a  staKe ;  thence,  at  right  angles  to  Clinton  street ;  thence  west, 
to  the  north-west  corner  of  said  lot;  thence,  south,  along  Gal- 
latin street,,  to  the  beginning,  being  about  sixty-seven  feet,  and 
containing  not  quite  one-eighth  of  an  acre.  Also,  another  lot  of 
land  in  said  town,  being  part  of  said  lot  seventeen,  lying  east  of 
the  above  descril)ed  lot,  known  as  the  lot  on  which  John  G. 
Bingham  once  lived,  and  once  owned  by  Isaac  Jemison ;  sold  as 
his  propert}'  to  Benjamin  Patterson,  by  John  F.  Mills  as  sheriff ; 
by  Patterson  sold  to  D.  B.  Turner,  and  by  D.  B.  Turner  to 
Lucy  G.  Hill ;  l>ounded  on  the  east  and  south  by  the  Bell 
Tavern  lot.  Also,  another  lot  of  land,  being  part  of  said  lot 
number  seventeen,  bounded  on  the  north  by  the  lot  first  above 
described,  on  the  east  by  the  lot  last  above  described,  on  the 
south  by  the  Bell  Tavern  lot,  and  on  the  west  by  Gallatin 
street;  supposed  to  front  on  said  street  about  twenty -five  feet, 
and  to  run  back  east  alx)Ut  seventy-four  feet."  This  descrip- 
tion was  taken  from  the  deed  which  Chappell  had  received  from 
his  vendors,  Josiah  Battle  and  others,  which  was  dated  De- 
<jeml)er  2oth,  1861,  and  which  contained  covenants  of  warranty 
as  to  the  two  lots  first  described,  but,  as  to  the  last  lot,  conveyed 
only  such  title  as  they  had  received  in  their  conveyance  from 
Lucy  G.  Hill,  "  be  it  good  or  bad  ;"  and  Mrs.  Hill's  deed  to  said 
Josiah  Battle  and  others,  dated  April  9th,  1858,  contained  the 
same  description. 

The  plaintiffs  deraigned  title  as  follows :  Patent  from  the 
United  States  to  I^eroy  Pope,  granted  in  1809;  deed  from  Pope 
to  Cannon,  dated  August  29th,  1816,  for  said  lot  seventeen ; 
deed  from  Cannon  to  Price,  dated  December  28th,  1818,  for 
the  same  lot;  deed  from  Price  to  Stokes,  November  23d.  1822, 
for  the  same  lot,  "with  the  reserve  of  twenty -five  feet,  front- 
ing on  Gallatin  street,  inhere  the  brick  house  stands,  running 
back  seventy-four  feet  nine  inches,  at  right  angles;''  deed  of 
Stokes  to  Rogers,  February  4th,  1823,  for  the  same  property, 
and  with  the  same  reservation ;  deed  of  Rogers  to  Isaac  Jemi- 
son, January  3^;<t,  1826,  for  the  same  lot,  and  with  same  reser- 
vation ;  deed  of  Acklen,  as  sheriff,  to  Elliott,  April  2d,  1832, 
for  '"'•  part  of  n  uniher  seventeen,  fronting  GaUatin  street  fifty 
feet,  extenainy  eastwardly  seventy-three  feet,  sold  asthe  propei'ty 
of  said  Isaac  Jemison  c5  6V>."  ,*  Elliott  to  Sadler,  March  4th, 
1833,  "  all  that  certain  j)iece  or  parcel  of  ground  in  said  town 
of  Huntsville,  known  as  j)art  of  lot  seventeen  in  the  plan  of  said 
town,  fronting  on  Gallatin  street  alwut  fifty  feet,  and  extend- 
ing eastwardly  seventy-three  feet ; "  Sadler  to  Horton,  April 
7th,  1834,  "  all  that  certain  lot  [part  ^J  of  No.  17,  fronting  on  Gal- 
latin street  fifty  feet,and  extending  eastwardly  seventy-three  feet, 
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known  as  the  lot  formerly  owned  by  Isaac  Jernison  ;"  Horton 
and  Robinson  to  Caldwell,  August  18th,  183S,  for  the  same  lot, 
described  in  the  same  words,  with  lots  twenty-five  and  twenty- 
six,  and  two  other  lots  thus  described :  "  also,  two  lots  conveyed 
by  Daniel  B.  Turner  and  Benjamin  T,  ^^oore,  as  trustees,  to 
Wm.  E.  Phillips,  and  therein  described  as  follows:  one,  the  lot 
purchased  by  the  said  Phillips  of  William  McCay,  on  which  is 
situated  the  new  brick  building ;  the  other,  the  lot  bought  by 
said  Phillips  cf  D.  B.  1  urner,  in  rear  of  the  same,  on  which  is 
erected  a  frame  stable."  In  the  subsequent  deeds,  down  to  the 
conveyance  to  the  ITuntsville  Ilotel  Company,  which  was  dated 
April  16tli,  1857,  all  the  property  is  conveyed  by  the  same 
words  of  description,  or  words  substantially  the  same ;  each  in- 
cluding "  part  of  lot  number  seventeen,  fronting  on  (rallatin 
street  fifty  feet,  and  extending  eastwardly  seventy-three  feet, 
known  as  the  lot  formerly  owned  by  Isaac  Jemison." 

The  plaintiffs  introduced  in  evidence,  also,  the  following 
deeds:  (1.)  "Deed  of  Jemison  and  wife  to  A.  Rison,  dated 
July  15th,  1826,  conveying  '  all  that  certain  parcel  of  land,'  &c., 
'known  as  the  part  of  lot  No.  17,  in  the  plan  of  said  town, 
meted  and  bounded  as  follows  :  beginning  on  Gallatin  street,  at 
the  noHh-imst  corner  of  a  little  hrick  house  situate  on  said  lot, 
and  now  occupied  by  James  Hood,  the  tailor ;  running  thence 
eastwardly,  seventy-four  and  one-half  feet,  parallel  with  Clin- 
ton street,  to  a  stake  on  the  western  boundary  of  a  piece  of 
land  said  Jemison  had  previously  sold  to  one  John  G.  Bing- 
ham ;  thence  northwardly,  about  sixty-seven  feet,  to  Clinton 
street ;  thence  westwardly,  with  said  street,  to  the  north-west 
corner  of  said  lot  No.  17,  seventy-four  and  a  half  feet ;  thence 
southwardly,  about  sixty-seven  feet,  with  Gallatin  street,  to  the 
place  of  beginning,  containing  not  quite  one-eighth  of  an  acre, 
more  or  less."  (2.)  "  Deed  of  A.  Rison  to  John  R.  p]lliott, 
dated  March  4th,  1833,"  conveying  the  same  lot,  by  the  same 
descriptive  words.  (3.)  "  Deed  of  Isaac  Jemison  and  wife  to 
John  G.  Bingham,  dated  June  15th,  1827,  conveying  all  that 
certain  lot,  or  parcel  of  ground,"  &c.,  "known  as  part  of  lot 
No.  17,  fronting  on  Clinton  street,  containing  forty  feet  in 
front,  adjoining  the  lot  of  A.  Rison  on  the  west,  and  running 
south,  with  his  line,  to  an  alley  extending  from  Gallatin  street 
up  the  rear  line  of  said  lots;  thence  up  said  alley  until  it  inter- 
sects the  boundary  line  of  the  lot  now  owned  by  D.  B.  Turner,, 
being  also  part  of  said  lot  No.  17,  and  thence  northwardly,  with 
his  line,  to  the  front  on  Clinton  street,"  with  the  alley  seven 
feet  wide.  (4.)  "  Deed  of  D.  B.  Turner,  as  sheriff,  to  Wm. 
E.  Phillips,  dated  April  5th,  1836,  conveying  one  lot,  or  parcel 
of  ground,  in  said  town  of  Iluntsville,  upon  Clinton  street,  say 
front  thirty-three  feet,  more  or  less,  and  running  back  to  the 
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lot  known  as  the  Bell  Tavern  lot  south,  and  adjoining  the  lot 
of  John  G.  Bingham  on  the  west,  sold  as  the  property  of  Isaac 
Jemison."  (5.)  "  Deed  of  Turner  and  Moore,  as  trustees  of 
Phillips,  to  John  M.  Caldwell,  dated  April  11th,  1830,  convey- 
ing 'all  that  parcel  of  ground  in  Iluntsville,  on  which  is  situ- 
ated the  Bell  Tavern  and  appurtenances,  and  the  new  brick 
building  contiguous  thereto,  erected  on  a  lot  bought  of  Win. 
McCay  ;al8o,  lot  bought  of  D.  B.  Turner,  in  rear  of  the  same, 
on  which  is  erected  a  new  frame  stable." 

"  For  the  purpose  of  locating  and  identifying  the  Jemison 
fifty-feet  lot  on  Gallatin  street,  the  plaintiflFs  then  introduced 
the  following  deeds,  which  were  afterwards  introduced  by  the 
defendant,  as  evidence  relied  on  by  him  in  deraigument  of  his 
title:"  (l.)  ''Deed of  Patterson  to  Turner, dated  August  9th, 
1842,  conve3'in^  lot  known  and  described  as  being  part  of  lot 
No.  17  in  the  plan  of  said  town  ;  l)eing  the  same  on  wliich  John 
G.  Bint^ham  and  his  family  formerly  resided,  and  which  was 
formerly  owned  by  Isaac  Jemison :  being  the  same  conveyed  by 
.John  F.  Mills,  formerly  sheriff  of  said  county,  to  said  B,  Pat- 
terson, by  deed  dated  A})ril  8th,  1830."  (2.)  "  Deed  of  D. 
B.  Turner  to  Hill,  dated  December  19th,  1846,"  conveying  the 
same  lot,  by  the  same  descriptive  words.  Also,  Mrs.  Iliirs 
deed  to  Battle,  Battle's  deed  to  Chappell,  and  Chappell's  deed 
to  defendant,  above  described.  These  were  all  the  conveyances 
introduced  by  either  party. 

The  little  brick  house^  mentioned  in  several  of  the  deeds,  was 
torn  down  prior  to  18G0,  and  the  dividing  fences  were  all 
destroyed  during  the  war.  Several  witnesses,  who  had  resided 
in  Iluntsville  for  many  years,  were  examined  orally  as  to  the 
location  of  the  little  brick  house,  and  the  identity  of  its  site 
with  that  of  a  house  built  by  one  Gurley,  in  1867,  as  the  tenant 
of  defendant,  nnd  their  testimony  differed  in  material  respects; 
some  of  them  stating  that  Gurley 's  house  was  on  the  ground 
where  the  brick  house  stood,  and  others  that  it  stood  south  of 
an  alley  which  separated  Mrs,  Hill's  property  from  the  property 
of  the  Bdl  Tavern^  and  at  the  place  used  by  Mrs.  Ivinkle  as  a 
cow-lot  while  she  kept  the  tavern.  K.  \V.  Coltart,  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiffs,  testified,  "  that  he  knew  the  brick-house  lot ; 
that  Mrs.  Hill  consulted  him  about  buying  it  at  tax-sale,  and  he 
advised  her  against  it;  that  she  then  extended  her  fence  so  as  to 
include  it,  and  continued  to  use  it  until  she  sold  it  in  1858." 
Britton  Franks,  another  witness  for  plaintiffs,  testified  :  "  Mrs. 
Hill's  lot  did  not  embrace  the  little  brick-house  lot,  but  she 
fenced  it  in.  Don't  know  whether  she  included  the  alley  or 
not.  The  house  the  defendant  has  put  up  lies  south  of  the 
Ilill  property."  Z,  P,  Davis,  a  witness  for  defendant,  who  was 
the  proprietor  of  the  BeU  Tavern  from  1851  to  1856,  testified 
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that  he  had  always  considered  the  hotel  property  as  extending 
to  Mrs.  Hill's  fence,  and  that  Gurley's  house  was  north  of 
where  that  fence  stood,  according  to  his  recollection.  M.  W. 
Steele,  a  witness  for  the  defendant,  who  was  a  surveyor  and 
civil  engineer,  and  had  been  a  stockholder  and  director  of  the 
Iluntsville  Hotel  Xl!ompany,  testified  that,  in  1867,  he  was  ap- 
pointed by  the  directors  of  the  company  to  make  a  map  of  the 
lots,  and  made  a  map,  which  he  produced,  and  which  gave  the 
defendant  137  feet,  6  inches,  front  on  Gallatin  street,  and  in- 
cluded the  lot  where  Gurley's  house  was  then  standing,  giving 
the  hotel  property  a  front  of  160  feet  on  tliat  street;  and  that, 
in  the  preparation  of  this  map,  he  did  not  make  any  examina- 
tion or  comparison  of  the  deeds,  but  ran  the  line  where  the  de- 
fendant had  erected  his  fence  south  of  Gurley's  house.  On 
cross-examination,  the  plaintiffs'  several  deeds  being  exhibited 
to  him  and  compared,  he  further  testified  "  that,  as  an  expert, 
his  conclusion  was  that  they  gave  plaintiffs  iifty  feet  more  front 
on  Gallatin  street  than  said  map  allowed  them ;  that  said  fifty- 
feet  lot  could  be  identified,  and  it  belonged  to  said  hotel  com- 
pany when  said  map  was  made  in  1867;  and  that  said  map  is 
incorrect,  and  does  not  represent  the  true  ownership  of  said 
fifty -feet  lot  on  Gallatin  street."  On  this  evidence,  the  plain- 
tiffs objected  to  the  admission  of  the  map  as  evidence,  "because 
it  was  incorrect,  and  was  incompetent  and  illegal  as  evidence, 
and  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury ; "  and  they  duly  ex- 
cepted to  the  overruling  of  their  objections. 

The  defendant  thus  testified,  as  a  witness  for  himself :  "  That 
the  only  portion  of  lot  Xo.  17  to  which  he  ever  assei'ted  or  had 
in  fact  any  claim,  right  or  title,  was  that  included  in  the  deed 
made  to  him  by  Chappell  in  1^61  ;  that  the  fences  south  of  the 
property  included  in  his  said  deed  were  destroyed  during  the 
war ;  that  he  leased  the  lot  south  of  any  property  described  in 
his  said  deed,  in  18G5,  to  Jacob  Gurley, — the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract being  that  Gurley  was  to  put  a  house  on  it,  and  to  keep  up 
the  fences  around  it,  and  in  consideration  thereof  was  to  occupy 
the  house  three  years ;  that  Gurley  accordingly  took  possession 
of  said  lot,  inclosed  it,  and  put  up  the  house  that  now  stands  on 
it;  that  Gurley  was  in  the  occupancy  of  said  house  under  this 
arrangement,  and  was  paying  him  rent  for  it,  at  the  time  of  the 
deed  from  the  United  States  marshal  to  Walker,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  deed  from  said  AValker  to  plaintiffs ;  and  that  the 
only  improvements  made  upon  the  lot  in  controversy  were  the 
said  house  and  fences  erected  under  the  arrangement  and  cir- 
cumstances above  stated." 

R.  Chapman,  witness  for  plaintiffs,  testified,  "  that  the  rental 
value  of  the  property  sued  for  is  ten  dollars  per  month,  pa^^able 
monthly  ;  and  that  the  only  improvements  made  upon  the  prop- 
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crty  were  placed  there  by  Jacob  (Tiirlev,  under  a  written  con- 
tract between  him  and  defendant,  by  which  said  (inrley  was  to 
build  the  house,  and  to  have  the  use  of  it  for  three  years,  in 
consideration  of  having  built  and  placed  tlie  house  there." 

This  was  all  the  evidence  adduced,  as  to  the  value  of  the  im- 
provements, and  of  the  rents,  or  use  and  occupation ;  and  all 
the  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  the  defendant's  possession. 

On  all  the  evidence  adduced,  the  substance  of  which  is  al)ove 
set  out,  the  court  charged  the  jury,  on  the  re<|ue8t  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  follows :  (1.)  "If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evi- 
dence, that  at  the  time  the  United  States  marshal  conveyed  to 
Walker,  and  Walker  conveyed  to  plaintiffs,  Bernstein  was  in 
the  actual  possession  of  the  lot  sued  for,  by  himself  or  tenant, 
claiming?  it  as  his  pro])erty,  the  (juestion  of  title  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  case,  and  they  must  find  for  the  defendant."  (2.) 
"  If  the  jury  find,  from  the  evidence,  that  Benistein  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  lot  sued  for,  by  himself  or  tenant,  exercising  acts 
of  ownership  over  it,  at  the  time  the  marshal  conveyed  to 
plaintiffs;  the  deed  of  Walker  is  void  as  to  Bernstein,  and  their 
verdict  must  l>e  for  the  defendant,  regardless  of  the  question  of 
title."  (3.)  "  If  the  evidence  shows  that,  at  the  time  Walker 
conveyed  the  lot  in  dispute  to  plaintiffs,  Bernstein  was  in  pos- 
session, by  himself  or  tenant,  exercising  acts  of  ownersliip  over 
it;  Walker's  deed  to  plaintiffs  is  void  as  to  Bernstein, and  their 
verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant."  (4.)  "  The  jury  must 
assess  the  value  of  the  improvements  from  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  they  were  put  there  by  Bern- 
stein or  his  tenant."  (5.)  "The  jury  must  find  the  value  of 
the  rent  of  the  property  from  the  evidence  in  the  case ;  and  if 
there  is  no  evidence  as  to  what  the  value  of  the  rent  is,  without 
the  improvements,  then  they  can  not  return  a  verdict  for  any 
rent." 

The  plaintiffs  dulv  excepted  to  each  of  these  charges,  and 
they  now  assign  each  of  them  as  error,  together  with  the  ad- 
mission of  the  map  as  evidence. 

Humes,  Gorix)N  ife  Sheffev,  and  L.  P.  Walker,  for  the 
appellants. 

Branix)N  &  Jones,  conh'a. 

STONE,  J. — In  speaking  of  the  form,  configuration,  and 
dimensions  of  real  estate,  when  in  controversy,  a  witness  who 
is  a  surveyor,  or  expert,  may  introduce  a  map,  or  diagram,  to 
aid  him  in  making  nimself  undei*stood ;  and  when  this  is  done, 
the  map  or  diagram  may  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  as  an  aid  to 
that  body  in  understanding  or  remembering  the  witness'  testi- 
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mony. — Bridges  v.  McClendon^  56  Ala.  327,  and  authorities 
cited.  But  such  map,  unless  prepared  according  to  section  868 
of  the  Code  of  1876,  is  only  testimony  to  be  weighed  by  the 
jury.  It  does  not  rise  to  the  dignity  of  prima  facie  proof. 
Steele,  who  prepared  the  map,  testified  that  he  made  it  without 
having  any  title-papers  before  him,  and,  hence,  without  having 
the  means  of  knowing  whether  or  not  it  was  correct.  He  fur- 
ther testified,  on  an  examination  of  the  two  chains  of  title,  that 
the  map  was  not  correct ;  and  he  gave  the  reasons  why  it  was 
not  correct.  It,  therefore,  could  not  aid  the  jury  in  under- 
standing and  remembering  his  testimony,  and  it  should  not 
have  been  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury.  Its  tendency  was  to  con- 
fuse, rather  than  to  enlighten  that  body. 

This  cause  has  been  twice  before  in  this  court. — Bernstein  v. 
Humes,  60  AVd.  5S2 ;  mme  v.  same,  71  Ala.  260.  The  testi- 
mony in  the  several  trials  has  not  been  the  same.  The  plaintiffs' 
title  has  been  heretofore  made  to  rest  primarily  on  the  deed  of 
Acklen,  sheriff,  to  Elliott,  made  in  1832.  It  is  substantially 
undisputed,  that,  from  1826  to  that  time,  Jemison  was  the 
owner  of  the  property  in  dispute.  Acklen's  deed  to  Elliott 
describes  the  property  conveyed  as  "  part  of  lot  number  seven- 
teen, fronting  Gallatin  street  fifty  feet,  extending  eastwardly 
seventy-three  feet,  sold  as  the  property  of  said  Isaac  Jemison 
c%  Co."  This  property,  with  description  corresponding  sub- 
stantially with  that  given  in  Acklen's  deed,  is  conveyed  in 
several  mesne  conveyances  from  Elliott  down,  until  it  became 
incorporated  into  the  Bell  Tavern  property.  We  do  not  pro- 
pose to  repeat  here  what  we  said  there,  showing  the  various 
mesne  conveyances.  We  refer  to  the  report  of  second  hearing 
of  this  case  (71  Ala.  260),  for  a  full  statement.  The  conten- 
tion of  appellee  is,  that  this  deed  is  void  for  uncertainty  in  the 
description  of  the  property  intended  to  be  conveyed.  Without 
extrinsic  aid,  the  dimensions  of  lot  seventeen  being  given,  it 
certainly  is  too  indefinite.  But,  in  construing  written  instru- 
ments, it  is  permissible  to  prove,  not  the  unwritten  intention  of 
the  parties,  but  the  attendant  facts  and  circumstances — the 
condition  of  the  property,  and  of  the  parties  at  the  time — as 
aids  in  the  interpretation.  In  other  words,  you  may  put  your- 
selves in  the  place  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  draw  from 
that  stand-point  any  legitimate  inferences  or  conclusions  (not 
conjectures)  of  fact,  which  tend  to  shed  light  on  the  intention 
of  the  parties. —  Chamhers  v.  Ringstaff,  69  Ala.  140;  Tennessee 
(&  Coosa  R.  R.  Co.  v.  East  Alabama  Railway  Co.,  at  present 
term.  Replying  to  the  argument  that  the  deed  is  void  for  un- 
certainty, we  said,  when  this  case  was  last  here :  "  This  can 
hardly  be  affirmed  as  matter  of  law,  on  the  face  of  the  deeds. 
We  can  not  judicially  know  the  extent  of  that  lot's  front  on 
Vol.  lxxii. 


1882.)  OF  ALABAMA.  665 

[Humes  v.  Bernstein. 1 

Gallatin  street.  Its  entire  front  on  that  street,  looking  alone 
to  the  deed,  may  have  been  only  fifty  feet ;  or,  it  may  be  that 
Jemison  at  that  time  owned  a  defined  part  of  the  lot  fronting 
on  (yallatin  street,  measuring  fifty  feet,  and  known  aa  the 
property  of  said  Isaac  Jemison."  So,  we  in  effect  ruled,  that 
the  deed  was  not  necessarily  void  for  uncertainty;  but  that,  if 
certain  supposed  proof  was  made,  and  certain  facts  shown,  the 
property  might  be  identified,  and  the  deed  would  thus  l>ecome 
operative.  One  phase  of  the  testimony,  in  the  present  record, 
tends  to  show  that  l)efore  Sheriff  Acklen  conveyed  to  Elliott, 
Jemison  had  disposed  of  his  entire  front  of  lot  seventeen  on  Gal- 
latin street,  except  the  part  in  controversy,  which  it  is  contended 
lies  south  of  the  seven-feet  alley. 

In  our  last  consideration  of  this  case,  we  showed  that  the 
deed  from  Battle  to  Chappell,  and  from  the  latter  to  Bernstein, 
apparently  called  for  only  about  ninety-two  feet  front  on  Gal- 
latin street,  and  lx)unded  the  premises  south  on  the  Bell  Tavern 
property.  It  followed,  as  we  then  said,  if  the  projjerty  in  con- 
troversy lay  south  of  that  line,  Bernstein,  by  virtue  of  his  deed 
from  Chappell,  did  not  appear  to  have  eitlier  title  or  color  of 
title  to  it.  Benstein's  title  accrued  in  18^)1,  and  we  suppose  he 
had  no  possession  before  that  time.  In  fact,  it  is  not  shown 
that  he  took  any  possession  of  the  property  in  dispute  until  he 
let  the  premises  to  (iurley  in  1865.  The  present  suit  was  com- 
menced in  1871,  much  less  than  ten  years  from  the  time  he  put 
(rurley  in  possession ;  and,  deducting  the  jjeriod  of  the  war, 
mnch  less  than  ten  years  from  the  time  he  purchased  from 
Chappell.  Now,  if  this  be  the  .v<Vmw  of  the  disputed  lot,  whether 
Mrs.  Hill,  or  any  precedent  owner  to  Bernstein,  occupied  the 
premises  or  not,  neither  Chappell  nor  Bernstein  purchased  such 
possessory  right  or  claim ;  for  the  deeds  do  not  embrace  it. 
Nor  is  there  proof,  even  if  Mrs.  Hill  occupied  the  premises  as 
a  cow-lot,  that  that  occupation  or  possession  was  kept  up  con- 
tinuously, until  Bernstein  took  possession  through  Gurley. 
Bernstein  shows  no  right,  by  the  testimony  in  this  record,  to 
tack  his  possession  totliat  of  Mrs.  Hill,  l)eyond  the  land  covered 
by  his  deed.  It  follows  that,  when  this  suit  was  brought,  in 
1871,  Bernstein  had  no  jwssession  which  could  operate  a  statu- 
tory bar,  against  any  one's  lawful  right  of  entry,  of  any  lands 
which  lay  outside  of  the  boundaries  given  in  his  deed. 

The  remaining  cjuestion  arises  on  the  asserted  adverse  hold- 
ing by  Bernstein,  when  Walker  conveyed  to  the  children  of 
Mrs.  Chapman.  When  this  case  was  first  in  this  court — 60 
Ala.  582 — speaking  of  the  infirmity  of  a  title  acquired  by  pur- 
chase while  the  property  was  adversely  held  by  another,  we 
said,  as  the  result  of  our  rulings,  that  to  defeat  the  operation 
of  a  conveyance  thus  made,  it  was  sufficient  that  another  '*  is 
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in  possession,  asserts  the  right  to  retain  the  possession,  and  that 
his  claim  is  adverse  to  that  of  plaintiff's  grantor."  And  when 
the  case  was  last  here — 71  Ala.  260 — we  said  :  "  1  o  avoid  a 
deed  made  by  one  out  of  possession,  it  is  enough  if  there  be 
one  in  adverse  possession,  exercising  acts  of  ownership,  and 
claiming  to  be  rightfully  in  possession.  Color  of  title  is  not 
necessary."  The  effect  of  these  rulings  was,  and  is,  that  it  is 
not  enough  to  avoid  a  conveyance  of  property  that  it  is  in  the 
possession  of  another,  who  is  exercising  acts  of  ownership  over 
it.  Acts  of  ownership,  such  as  clearing  land,  erecting  houses, 
<fec.,  are  not  necessarily  claim  of  ownership,  or  of  right.  These 
may  be  done  by  a  tenant,  as  they  appear  to  have  been  done  by 
Ourley,  without  any  claim  of  right.  Or,  they  may  be  the  acts 
of  a  mere  trespasser  or  adventurer,  without  claim  of  right. 
Or,  they  may  be  the  result  of  a  mistaken  belief  that  the  true 
line  embraces  the  land  on  which  the  improvement  is  made,  but 
with  no  intention  of  claiming  if  not  within  the  area  covered  by 
the  title.  In  either  case  supposed,  unless  the  possession  is  held 
with  the  intention  of  claiming  the  property,  without  regard  to 
the  title,  or  true  dividing  line,  such  possession  or  holding  is  not 
adverse,  and  will  neither  ripen  into  a  title  by  lapse  of  time,  nor 
defeat  the  operation  of  a  conveyance  by. the  rightful  owner. 
Brown  v.  Cockre/l,  33  Ala.  38 ;  Alexander  v.  Whesler,  69  Ala. 
332.  It  follows,  that  while  acts,  such  as  are  usually  done  or 
performed  only  by  the  owner,  or  one  asserting  ownership,  are 
legal  evidence  to  go  before  the  jury  on  the  question  of  adverse 
holding,  or  of  asserted  claim  of  right,  they  are  still  only  evi- 
dence to  be.  weighed  with  the  other  evidence.  They  are  not 
the  equivalent  of  a  claim  of  right.  The  latter  is  a  conclusion 
of  fact,  to  be  found,  or  not  found,  by  the  juz'y ;  the  former  is 
only  testimony  tending  to  prove  such  fact.  But  such  acts  need 
not  be  done  by  the  party  himself.  He  may  have  them  done  by 
an  agent  or  tenant ;  and  if  done  for  him,  they  have  the  same 
effect  in  law,  as  if  done  by  him. 

In  the  charges  given  and  excepted  to  are  the  following 
errors :  Charge  1  is  faulty  in  this,  that  the  rule  against  main- 
tenance does  not  apply,  when  the  sale  is  what  is  called  a  judi- 
cial sale,  or  is  made  by  a  public  officer,  under  legal  process. 
Charges  2  and  3  omit  all  mention  of  claim  of  right,  as  a  nec- 
essary ingredient  in  the  adverse  holding  which  would  avoid 
Walker's  conveyance  to  the  plaintiffs.  Under  the  evidence, 
that  qualifying  clause  should  have  been  inserted  in  these 
charges. 

If  the  defendant  placed,  or  had  placed,  the  improvements 
on  the  premises,  in  the  bona  fide  belief  that  the  property  was 
his,  then  his  claim  for  improvements  should  be  entertained 
under  sections  2951  et  seq.,  Code' of  1876.— iV".  O.  (&  S.  E.  R. 
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Co.  V.  Jones^  68  Ala.  48.  Charge  4  is  faulty,  in  that  it  preter- 
mits the  question  of  bona  liden.  The  case  cited  will  furnish  a 
sufficient  guide  on  another  trial. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  comment  on  section  2966  of 
the  Code.  If  the  land  in  controversy  is  not  embraced  in  the 
terms  of  Bernstein's  title,  then  he  had  no  color  of  title,  and  the 
statute  does  not  apply  to  him.  If  it  is  embraced  in  his  deed, 
then  it  would  seem  he  was  in  adverse  possession  under  claim  of 
right,  and  plaintiffs  must  fail  on  that  ground,  if  for  no  other 
reason. 

We  have  several  times  spoken  of  plaintiffs'  claim  contin- 
gently. We  do  not  thereby  intend  to  say,  that  the  construction 
of  the  deed  is  a  question  for  the  jury.  They  must  judge  of, 
and  detennine  the  concomitant  facts,  which  are  aids  in  inter- 
preting the  instrument;  but  the  court  nmst  construe  the  in- 
strument. This  is  done  bv  a  hypothetical  charge,  stating  the 
result,  if  certain  facts  are  found  to  be  proved.  Tlie  jury  passes 
on  the  j)arol  testimony,  and  determines  what  facts  are  proved. 
The  court  must  determine  what  influence  such  facts,  if  found 
to  exist,  must  exert,  in  interpreting  the  writing.  The  court 
thus  interprets  the  writing,  aided  by  the  surrounding  facts 
which  the  jury  find. to  be  proven.  We,  in  Chamhers  v.  Jiing- 
staff^  svpra,  laid  down  the  true  rule.  We  have  spoken  of  it 
contingently,  for  another  reason.  It  seems  to  be  undisputed 
that  Bernstein's  deed — the  quit-claim  clause  of  it — conveys  the 
lot  on  which  the  little  brick  house  once  8t(X)d.  Some  of  the 
testimony  in  the  record  tends  to  show  that  the  lot  in  contro- 
versy in  this  suit  is  the  lot  on  which  that  house  stood.  Other 
witnesses  testify  differently.  It  is  not  for  us  to  determine  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  The  jury  must  decide  that,  under 
proper  instructions. 

The  last  charge  given,  numbered  five,  is  also  erroneous.  If, 
under  the  rules  declared  above,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  re- 
cover, they  are  entitle<l  to  rents,  at  least  to  the  extent  Bern- 
stein has  realized  them ;  and  if,  under  the  testimony,  the  jury 
And  that  Bernstein  had  the  improvements  made,  in  the  mistaken, 
though  honest  belief,  that  the  land  was  covered  by  his  deed — 
but  with  no  intention  of  claiming  the  lot  if  not  embraced  in 
his  deed — then  he  will  be  entitled  to  the  value  of  his  improve- 
ments, but  must  answer  for  rents  during  the  time  they  were 
being  put  up.  The  law  does  not  contemplate  that  a  mere  Ires- 
passer,  though  innocently,  on  another's  land,  shall  make  any 
profit  thereby. 

The  last  paragraph  above  relates  alone  to  the  question  of 
rents,  in  the  event  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  under  the 
rules  above  laid  down.  The  outut  rests  on  them,  first,  to  show 
such  right,  as  we  have  intimated  above  it  may  be  shown.     This, 


558  SUPREME  COURT  W^.'Uam, 

[RtiMie  T.  Tbe  State.] 

if  done,  will  shift  the  01MW  to  die  defendant,  to  make  eood  one 

Kne  of  his  defend:  either  th^tt  his  deed  embneetdKOiinitod 
SToand — in  other  words,  that  the  little  bdek  boow  rtood  tm  tiie 
lot  soed  for:  or,  that  when  Walker  coovcped  to  the  Ctapman 
heirs,  he,  BemsteiD.  was  in  adverse  pooesaoa  noder  eiaxm  of 

riorht  as  we  have  explained  that  phrase. 
^ESeversed  and  remanded. 

Brickeix.  C.  J-r  IM>4  ^tking. 


Poteete  r.  The  State. 

Tndii^wtetU  for  Reniimg  ot  AOoitemg  Room  to  Itf  «aHf  ^^r 


fnfrietar." — ^Umier  tfae  rtrtlf^  wlihli  Hakes  it  a  ficaal  «fla 

penoB,  ^  beiiig  the  owner  or  pr9frittaK  of  aa;-  Immkv    ■«■! 

rent  or  lease  tbe  same  for  gamimg  ^mtfosts^  or  kaowia^  to  ^ 

iiame  to  be  ased  for  aar  sack  parpoee  (Code,  $  -1214) ,  a  coaiTKtioB  aa^ 

be  bad  agaiaat  a  ytjwtm  wbo  baa  poaaMBwai  a»  a  1 


Fkom  the  CoontT  Omrt  of  MadiHiB. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  Wiluaji  RimASDeoer. 

H.  C-  T«>3CPKiX!i.  Attoraev-lTeneraL  f or  the  State,  cited  Pierce 
V.  Om^nf  Railrotui  Co^  5'l  N.  H.  5^>:  Hall  *•.  Bnnrm,  MX. 
H.  4d5 :  LiM&r  r.  Loilfy.  6  Xev.  A:  Man.  340. 

S4)MERVILLE.  J. — The  defendant  is  indicted,  onder  see- 
tkm  4214  of  the  Code  <  1S76».  for  knowinglv  permitting  a  room, 
which  he  had  tumid  ;i&  tenant  c^  ooe  ^lede,  to  be  ised  fitir 
gaming  parpoee&  The  rinestioB  ia^  wlietfaer,  beii^  a  mae 
lemee,  ^e  maj  be  reganied  as  "  the  mener  or jptntrietar"  tflwmiA 
room,  within  the  meaning  of  tbe  statote.  We  are  ciearlr  of 
the  opinion  that  he  can  be.  The  words  *^mtmgr  gr  jwwpi  iettr^ 
have  no  technical,  legal  signiticatMMi,  bat  are  meretj  woidi  o€ 
ct>mmon  parlance.  They  include  any  ooe  having  a  benefieial 
interest,  whether  snch  interest  be  entire  or  partial.  As  odd  by 
Lord  Dexxax,  C  J.,  in  ZVj»A^r  c.  L/Mey,  6  Xev.  A  Man.  3*2; 
"^  the  owner  of  tbe  fee.  and  the  owner  of  a  term  in  tbe  land, 
are  each  of  them  an  owner  of  the  land."  Tbe  word  **  propri- 
etor '^  k  of  larger  signification  than  **  owner."  and  was  evidentiT 
added  so  as  to  emibrace  anv  one  in  control,  receiving  benefciai 

Vd-  LTTTT. 
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returns  from  the  class  of  tenements  descnl)ed  in  the  statute. 
The  two  words,  "  owner  or  proprietor,"  have  been  frequently 
decided  to  include  a  lessee  or  tenant,  in  construing  various 
statutes  in  which  they  occur. — Lister  v.  JjofAey,  6  Nev.  «i:  ]!klau. 
342;  Ih.,  7  Adol.  A:  El.  124;  HaJl  v.  Bnnen,  54  N.  II.  495; 
Pien'ce  v.  (^oncord  RailnKid,  51  N.  II.  500. 

The  defendant  was  pro|^rly  convicted  under  the  rulings  of 
the  court,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


O'Neal  V.  Kelly. 

Statutory  Rehearing,  after  Final  Judgment  at  Laic ;  Motion 
to  dismisa  Appeal. 

1.  When  appeal  Ue»;  and  irh^'n  mandamux. — A ccon ling  to  the  settled 
prat-tire  of  this  court,  an  appeal  lies  from  an  order  refusing  to  grant  a 
statutory  rehearing  a'ter  final  judgment  at  law  (Code,  ^^  3l60-(S),  be- 
cause Buch  refu.sal  is  a  final  judgment;  but,  if  a  rehearing  is  improperly 
granted,  the  remedy  for  the  correction  of  the  error,  before  final  judgment 
in  the  ca.««,  is  by  mandamug,  and  an  appeal  «loes  not  lie. 

Appeal  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  H   C.  Spkake. 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that,  on  the  12th  June,  1879, 
an  action  was  instituted  in  said  Circuit  Court,  by  summons  and 
complaint,  in  the  name  of  Emmett  O'Neal,  "  a.<  administrator 
of  John  Harkins,  and  assignee  of  (George  W.  Karener."  against 
Fleming  J.  Kelly;  that  a  judgment  by  nil  dicit  was  rendered 
in  said  cause,  on  the  27th  August,  1881.  which  recites  that  the 
defendant  appeared  and  witlidrew  his  pleas;  that  on  the  9th 
November,  1881,  the  defendant  in  the  judgment  filed  his  pe- 
tition, asking  a  rehearing  and  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  sur- 
prise, accident,  or  mistake  (as  more  fully  stated  in  Ex  parte 
(y  Neal,  ]X)gt,  p.  5H0);  and  that  on  the  hearing  of  said  petition, 
with  the  evidence  for  and  against  it,  the  court  set  aside  the 
judgment  in  the  cause,  and  granted  a  new  trial  as  prayed.  The 
appeal  is  sued  out  from  this  order,  or  judgment,  and  it  is  here 
assigned  as  errt)r.  A  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  sub- 
mitted by  the  ap}>ellee,  on  the  ground  that  an  appeal  would  not 
lie  from  such  order,  it  not  being  a  tinal  judgment. 

Brandon  &  Cooper,  and  Cabaniss  &  Ward,  for  the  motion. 

D.  P  Lewis,  and  E.  O'Neal,  contra. 
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Per  Curiam. — At  one  time,  there  was  some  conflict  in  the 
decisions  of  this  court,  as  to  tlie  proper  mode  of  introducing 
liere,  for  revision,  the  action  of  the  City  or  Circuit  Courts  in 
granting  or  refusing  applications  for  a  rehearing  under  the 
statute. — Code  of  1876,  §§  3160-61.  To  remove  all  uncer- 
tainty, in  Ex  parte  North  (49  Ala.  385),  following  the  earlier 
decisions,  it  was  announced,  that  from  a  judgment  refusing  the 
application  for  a  rehearing  an  appeal  would  lie,  because  that 
judgment  is  final,  disposing  of  the  case;  but,  if  the  application 
was  erroneously  granted,  tlie  order  granting  it  was  not  a  final 
judgment — its  effect  was,  not  a  disposition  of  the  case,  but  its- 
restoration  to  the  docket  for  a  new  trial ;  and  prior  to  final 
judgment,  the  only  remedy  for  the  correction  of  the.  error  i& 
mandamus.  This  is  the  practice  which  has  been  since  pur- 
sued —Heflin  v.  Rock  Mills,  58  Ala.  613. 

The  motion  to  dismiss  the  present  appeal,  taken  froui  an  order 
granting  a  rehearing,  must,  therefore,  be  sustained. 


Ex  parte  O'Neal. 

Application  for  Mandamus  to   Circuit   Court,  in  matter  of 
Statutory  Rehearing  after  Final  Judgment  at  Laio. 

1.  Statutorj;  rehcarhuj  at  law;  ivant  of  diligence  in  defending  auit. 
"When  an  action  at  law  is  founded  on  a  bond,  or  promissory  note  under 
seal,  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  the  plaintiff  suingas  assignee ;. 
and  the  c;ause  is  continued,  by  consent,  to  await  the  termination  of  a 
suit  in  chancery,  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  the  sale  and 
conveyance  ;  so  soon  as  the  defendant  is  informed  of  the  decision  of  the 
chancery  cause,  setting  aside  the  sale  and  conveyance,  and  thereby  es- 
tablishing the  want  or  failure  of  consideration  of  the  notes,  it  is  his  duty 
to  prepare  to  defend  the  suit  at  law  ;  and  failing  to  show  due  diligence, 
he  can  not  obtain  a  statutory  rehearing  after  judgment  by  nil  dicit  (Code^ 
§  3161),  on  the  ground  of  surprise,  accident,  or  mistake. 

Application  l)y  Emmett  O'Neal,  as  the  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  John  Harkins,  deceased,  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Madison,  Hon.  H.  C.  Speakk  presiding,  to 
compel  that  court  to  vacate  and  set  aside  an  order  granting  a 
statutory  rehearing  after  final  judgment  in  a  suit  lately  pending 
in  said  court,  wherein  said  O'Neal  was  plaintiff,  suing  "  as 
administrator  of  John  Harkins,  and  assignee  of  (reorge  W. 
Karsner,"  and  one  Fleming  J.  Kelly  was  defendant.  That  ac- 
tion was  commenced  on  the  12th  June,  1879,  and  was  founded 
on   two  bonds,    or    promissory    notes  under  seal,  each  dated 
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August  12th,  1875,  atid  payable  one  day  after  date  to  said 
George  W.  Karsner ;  and  tne  complaint  alleged  that  said  bonds 
were  assigned  to  plaintiff  by  said  Karsner.  Judgment  by  nil 
dicit  was  rendered  in  the  cause,  on  the  27th  August,  1881,  for 
$750  debt,  and  $374.80  damages;  the  judgment  reciting  that 
the  defendant  appeared,  and  withdrew  his  pleas.  On  the  9th 
November,  1881,  the  defendant  in  said  judgment  filed  his  peti- 
tion in  writing,  verified  by  affidavit,  asking  a  rehearing,  or  new 
trial,  on  the  following  grounds,  as  alleged  : 

"Petitioner  shows  tliat  said  two  bonds,  described  in  said 
complaint,  were  executed  by  iiim  in  consideration  of  the  con- 
veyance of  land  to  him  by  said  Karsner,  of  date  August  12th, 
1875 ;  which  conveyance  was  set  aside,  and  declared  null  and 
void,  by  a  decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  of  Lauderdale  county, 
Alabama,  rendered  on  March  30th,  1880,  in  a  suit  to  which  said 
Karsner  and  your  petitioner  were  parties,  instituted  on  18th 
August,  1876;  that  there  was  a  failure  of  consideration  of  said 
bonds,  and  that  your  petitioner  was  prevented  from  making  his 
defense  in  said  suit  in  said  Circuit  Court,  by  fraud  or  mistake, 
and  without  fault  on  his  part,  in  this:  Knowing  that  the 
validity  of  the  conveyance  of  said  Karsner  to  him  was  being 
contested  in  said  Chancery  Court,  and  expecting  said  Karsner  to 
wait  for  the  purchase-money  until  said  contest  was  decided, 
your  petitioner  was  surprised  at  being  sued  on  said  bonds  be- 
fore the  termination  of  said  chancery  suit,  and  communicated 
with  said  Karsner,  who  assured  him  that,  by  agreement  with 
the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff,  said  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court 
would  be  continued  until  the  termination  of  said  chancery  suit, 
and,  if  the  decision  of  said  Chancery  Court  was  adverse  to  the 
validity  of  said  conveyance,  then  said  suit  on  the  l)onds  would 
be  withdrawn  ;  and  after  the  termination  of  said  chancery  suit, 
said  Karsner  informed  him  of  the  decree,  and  told  him  that  the 
suit  on  the  bonds  was  at  end.  When  petitioner  was  served  with 
a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  in  said  action,  John  D. 
Brandon,  an  attorney  of  said  court,  was  retained  to  defend  the 
suit  for  petitioner ;  and  he  entered  an  appearance  in  the  cause, 
but  never  filed  any  plea.  Petitioner  is  informed  and  believes, 
and  upon  such  information  and  belief  avers,  that  said  Karsner 
wrote  his  name  on  the  back  of  said  bonds,  and  placed  them  with 
the  papers  of  the  late  firm  of  Harkins  *k  Karsner,  of  which  he 
was  the  surviving  partner,  intending  thereby  to  transfer  them 
to  said  late  firm ;  tliat  he  delivered  them  to  E.  A.  O'Neal,  to 
enable  him  to  aid  his  defense  of  said  chancery  suit,  with  the  ex- 
pectation that  said  O'Neal  would  return  them  to  him  after  mak- 
ing out  his  brief  in  said  chancery  suit,  and  without  expectation 
of  suit  being  instituted  on  them  ;  that  said  E.  A.  O'Neal  agreed 
with  him  that  the  suit  on  the  bonds  should  be  continued  until 
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the  termination  of  the  chancery  suit,  and,  if  that  was  adverse  to 
the  validity  of  the  conveyance  by  said  Karsner  to  petitioner, 
that  then  said  suit  on  the  bonds  should  be  withdrawn  ;  that  said 
Karsner  informed  said  Brandon  of  this  agreement,  and,  after 
the  termination  of  said  chancery  suit,  informed  him  of  the  de- 
cree, and  told  him  that  the  suit  on  the  bonds  was  at  an  end  ;  that 
said  Brandon  wrote  to  said  Karsner,  at  the  August  term  of  said 
court,  1881,  that  the  plaintifl"  was  insisting  on  a  judgment ;  and 
that  said  Karsner  never  received  said  Brandon's  letter." 

The  plaintiff  in  the  judgment,  being  made  a  defendant  to  the 
petition,  tiled  a  demurrer  to  it,  assigning  fifteen  specific  grounds 
of  demurrer^  among  which  were,  that  the  facts  stated  did  not 
negative  negligence  on  the  petitioner's  part  in  the  defense  of 
the  suit  at  law,  and  did  not  show  that,  on  another  trial,  he  could 
successfully  defend  against  the  assignee  of  the  bonds.  The 
court  overruled  the  demurrer,  and  an  answer  to  the  petition  was 
then  filed  by  said  plaintiff,  denying  some  of  its  material  allega- 
tions; but,  as  the  decision  of  this  court  is  based  on  the  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  petition,  the  answer  recpiires  no  notice.  On  the 
hearing  of  the  petition,  with  the  evidence  adduced,  the  court 
granted  the  petition,  sej;  aside  the  judgment,  and  ordered  a  new 
trial  of  the  original  cause ;  and  this  order  or  judgment,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  reserved  a  bill  of  exceptions,  he  now  seeks  to  vacate 
by  his  application  to  this  court  foi'  a  uMnda?nns. 

David  P.  Lewis,  for  the  application. 

John  D.  Brandon,  contra. 

STONE,  J. — The  present  record  makes  a  case  of  (jjreat  hard- 
ship, but  it  is  beyond  our  power  to  relieve  it.  The  petition 
fails  to  show  that  the  petitioner  was  free  from  fault  and  neglect 
in  failing  to  make  his  defense.  When  the  chancery  case  was 
decided  against  liini,  that  gave  him  notice  that  he  had  lost  the 
lands  for  which  tlie  notes  or  bonds  were  given.  Losing  the 
lands,  the  notes  were  without  consideration.  He  should  then 
have  looked  after  the  defense  of  the  suit  at  law.  The  demurrer 
to  his  petition  siiould  have  been  sustained. — Jix  parte  Walker, 
54  Ala.  577;  Beadk  v.  Graham,  Q^  Ala.  102. 

The  writ  of  inayuiamus  will  be  granted,  commanding  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  of  Madison  county  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the  order 
granting  a  rehearing,  unless  that  court,  on  being  informed  of 
this  rulinw;,  itself  make  the  order. 
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Nor^vood    V.  Memphis    &   Charleston 
Kaih'oad  Company. 

£iU  in  Equity  by  Creditor^  agaimit  Corporation  and  Officers^ 
to  enforce  t/iuitahle  Lien. 

1.  Mixjoutdfr  of  dt'/eiuia)ds;  who  may  take  advantage  vj  ;  trn>r  without 
injury. — When  jtersons  who  have  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
suit,  and  against  wiiom  no  relief  is  prayed,  are  improperly  joined  as  de- 
fendants to  a  bill,  tl)e  misjoinder  is  a  defense  i^ersonal  to  them,  and  the 
other  defendants  can  not  take  advantage  of  it ;  but,  if  the  other  defend- 
ants demur  on  account  of  such  misjoinder,  a  decree  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer, but  without  dismissing  the  bill,  is  error  without  injury  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

2.  Parties  to  bill;  corporation  and  its  officers. — When  a  bill  in  equity  is 
filed  by  a  creditor  against  a  coq>oration,  its  directors  and  officers,  against 
whom  no  relief  is  prayed,  and  ajrainst  whom  no  fraud,  consjtiracy.  or 
breach  of  trust  is  charge<l,  can  not  be  joined  as  defendants  for  the  sole 
puri>ose  of  discovery. 

Appkal  from  the  Cliaucefy  Court  of  Jackson. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  N.  S.  Graham. 

The  bill  in  this  ciii>e  was  tiled  on  the  25th  August,  1882,  hy 
William  H.  Norwood,  as  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
William  G.  Gaperton,  deceased,  suing  as  a  creditor  of  the 
Southern  Rjiilway  Security  Association,  a  foreign  corporation, 
in  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  creditors  of  said  corporation, 
who  might  come  in  and  make  themselves  parties;  against  the 
Memphis  and  Charleston  Railroad  Company,  a  domestic  cor- 
poration, li.  T.  Wilson,  its  president,  Samuel  R.  ('ruse,  its  sec- 
retary and  treasurer,  and  John  I).  Rather  and  W.  W.  (jarth, 
two  of  its  directors.  The  bill  sought  to  enforce  against  said 
defendant  corjwration  an  alleged  e<|uitablu  lien  for  the  satis- 
faction of  a  judgment,  which  the  complainant  had  olitained 
against  said  Soutliern  Railway  Security  Association,  and  on 
wliich  an  execution  had  been  returned  *'  No  property  found." 
The  material  facts,  as  allcired  in  the  bill,  were  these :  Some 
time  during  the  year  1878,  the  said  railroad  comj)any  leased  its 
rotid.  rolling-stocK,  and  all  its  property  of  every  kind,  for  the 
tenn  of  ninety-nine"  years,  t(»  said  Southern  Railway  Security 
Association.  ( )n  the  9th  January,  187i,  while  the  road  was  in 
the  possession  and  under  the  control  of  said  foreign  corporation 
under  this  lease,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  said  William  G.  Cap- 
erton,  was  run  over  and  killed  by  a  train  of  its  cars.  An  action 
was  then  brought  by  said  Caperton's  administrator,  against  said 
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foreign  corporation,  to  recover  damages  for  this  wrongful  act ; 
and  the  action  having  been  removed  by  the  defendant  into  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  plaintiff  there  recovered 
a  judgment,  in  October,  1881,  for  $10,000.  While  that  action 
was  pending,  the  plaintiff  sued  out  an  ancillary  attachment, 
whicn  was  levied  on  a  large  quantity  of  cross-ties  and  cord- wood 
as  the  property  of  the  defendant ;  and  the  bill  alleged  that,  after 
the  rescission  of  the  contract  of  lease,  and  before  the  recovery 
of  the  plaintiff's  judgment,  this  property  was  taken  and  used  by 
the  said  railroad  corporation.  On  or  about  May  Ist,  1874,  said 
contract  of  lease  was  rescinded  and  cancelled  by  the  mutual 
agreement  of  the  parties  in  writing,  and  the  railroad  corpora- 
tion again  took  possession  and  control  of  its  road  and  property ; 
and  the  bill  alleged  that  one  of  the  stipulations  of  the  agree- 
ment to  rescind,  and  one  of  the  considerations  on  which  it  was 
founded,  was  the  promise  of  the  defendant  "  to  pay  to  com- 
plainant, and  to  all  other  persons  having  just  debts  or  claims 
for  damages  against  said  lessee  company,  the  amoimts  of  their 
respective  debts,  demands  and  damages,  whenever  the  same 
could  be  ascertained  in  a  lawful  way.  The  bill  alleged,  also, 
that  the  Southern  Railway  Security  Association  was  insolvent 
when  the  agreement  to  rescind  the  lease  was  made,  and  was 
known  by  tlie  defendant  to  be  insolvent;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant then  had  full  notice  and  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff's  pend- 
ing suit,  "  and  that  his  claim  for  damages,  in  the  event  he  pre- 
vailed in  said  suit,  would  be  a  lien  on  the  capital  stock  of  said 
railroad  then  in  the  hands  and  possession  of  said  lessee  com- 
pany." It  was  alleged,  also,  that  the  original  contract  of 
rescission,  or  a  duplicate  thereof,  "is  in  the  possession  and  cus- 
tody of  said  defendant,  or  some  of  its  principal  officers ;  that  a 
discovery  and  the  production  of  said  contract  is  material  to  com- 
plainant, to  make  out  his  right  to  the  relief  he  prays ;  that  said 
defendant  railroad  company  is  able  and  can  produce  and  dis- 
cover said  contract  of  rescission,  and  that  such  discovery  is  es- 
sential to  your  orator's  right  to  recover." 

The  bill  prayed  that  an  account  be  ordered  and  stated,  as  to 
the  amount  due  on  the  complainant's  judgment,  with  interest, 
and  as  to  the  (|uantity  and  value  of  the  cross-ties  and  cord-wood 
so  used  and  appropriated  by  the  railroad  company ;  "  that  a  de- 
cree may  be  rendered  in  favor  of  complainant,  against  the  said 
Memphis  and  Charleston  Railroad  Company,  for  the  sum  so 
found  to  be  due  to  him ;  that  he  may  be  decreed  to  have  an 
equitable  lien  on  the  capital  stock  of  said  defendant  railroad 
company,  that  went  into  said  defendant's  possession  when  said 
lease  was  rescinded,  and  that  said  lien  may  be  enforced  by  due 
process  of  law  ;  that  said  defendants  may  be  compelled  to  dis- 
cover and  produce  to  the  court  said  contract  entered  into  be- 
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tween  said  railroad  companies,  bv  which  said  lease  was  rescinded; 
and  for  such  other,  further,  and  additional  relief  as  the  nature 
of  the  complainant's  case  may  require." 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  filed  oy  the  Memphis  and  Charles- 
ton Railroad  Company,  specifying  the  following  as  grounds  of 
demurrer :  1st,  want  of  equity ;  2d,  misjoinder  of  defendants, 
in  that  no  relief  is  prayed  against  any  one  except  respondent ; 
3d,  misjoinder  of  defendants,  in  that  no  relief  is  prayed  against 
Rather  and  Garth  ;  4th,  "  that  by  the  joinder  of  said  co-defend- 
ants with  this  respondent,  and  by  seeking  and  praying  no  relief 
-except  as  against  this  respondent,  but  simply  as  to  said  co-de- 
fendants requiring  their  answer  under  oath,  complainant  is  seek- 
ing to  obtain  their  sworn  answers,  to  be  used  as  evidence  in  said 
cause,  and  to  be  relieved  of  proceeding  to  take  their  evidence 
by  deposition,  as  provided  by  the  rules  of  practice  in  this  court ; 
and  without  the  oDservance  of  which  rules  for  the  taking  of 
■evidence,  and  by  the  use  of  said  co-defendants'  sworn  answers 
in  lieu  thereof,  this  defendant  is  sought  to  be  deprived  of  its 
right  of  cross-examination,  and  its  other  prescribed  rights  in 
the  premises." 

Tne  cause  being  submitted  to  the  chancellor,  on  the  demur- 
rers, and  on  motion  to  dismiss  the  bill,  for  decision  in  vaca- 
tion, he  overruled  the  demurrer  as  to  the  first,  second,  and  third 
grounds  asmgned,  but  sustained  it  as  to  the  fourth,  on  the  au- 
tnority  of  Mogan  v.  Br.  Bank  at  Decatur,  10  Ala.  492  ;  and  he 
overruled  the  motion  to  dismiss,  in  order  that  the  complainant 
might  have  an  opportunity  to  amend.  The  sustaining  of  the 
■demurrer,  on  that  specific  ground,  is  now  assigned  as  error. 

R.  C.  HrxT,  and  Norwood  «fe  Norwood,  for  appellant. 

Humes,  Gordon  &  Sheffey,  contra. 

SOMERVILLE,  J.— The  bill  is  filed  by  the  api^ellant,  as 
complainant,  against  the  Memphis  and  Charleston  Railroad 
Company,  a  body  corporate,  and  also  several  directors  of  the 
company,  who  are  made  defendants  in  their  individual  capacity. 

The  bill  manifestly  makes  no  case  against  these  directors, 
alleging  no  fraud,  conspiracy,  or  breach  of  trust  on  their  part ; 
nor  is  tliere  any  prayer  for  relief  against  them.  There  is  no  de- 
murrer on  their  part,  however,  for  the  erroneous  misjoinder ; 
and  the  rule  is  well  settled,  that  the  right  of  objection  is  per- 
sonal to  them,  no  co-defendant  being  allowed  to  take  advantage 
of  it.— 1  Brick.  Dig.  753,  §  1(589. 

The  point  in  the  case  is  this.  The  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany interposed  a  demurrer,  based  upon  this  misjoinder  of  the 
directors ;  and  the  chancellor  erroneously  sustained  it,  no  order 
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being  made  as  to  the  dismissal  of  the  bill.  Is  this  ruling  not 
an  error  without  injury  to  the  appellant  ?  We  think  it  clearly 
is ;  for  there  is  no  possible  aspect  of  the  case  made  by  the  bill, 
in  which  the  complainant  could  be  prejudiced.  As  we  have 
said,  the  directors  were  not  proper  parties  defendant,  and  no- 
relief  was  sought  against  them.  It  was  not  permissible  to  make 
them  defendants  for  the  sole  purpose  of  discovery ;  for  mere 
witnesses,  who  are  shown  to  be  cognizant  of  alleged  facts,  can 
never  be  joined  for  such  a  purpose. — Howe  v.  Best,  5  Madd. 
19  ;  Story's  Eq.  Plead.  §  235,  note  2.  It  was  competent  for  the 
complainant  to  have  proved  these  facts  by  the  depositions  of 
these  witnesses,  and  no  reason  is  given  why  this  could  not  be 
done.  Their  answers  in  the  case  would  clearly  not  have  been 
evidence  against  the  railroad  company,  their  co-defendant. 
Julian  V.  Reynolds,  8  Ala.  680. 

The  decree,  being  without  prejudice  to  the  appellant,  although 
erroneous,  must  be  affirmed. 


Oilman,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  and 
Selma  Railroad  Company  and  Im- 
migration Association. 

Bill  in  Equity  hy  Judgment  Creditor  of  Insolveiit  Railroad 

Corporation  /  Cross-Bill  between  Holders  of  State- Indorsed 

Railroad  Bonds. 

1.  Errors  not  prejudicial  to  appellant. — An  appellant  can  only  com- 
plain of  errors  which  are  prejudicial  to  him  ;  hence,  in  a  chancery  cause,  a 
controversy  arising  between  two  or  more  defendants  under  a  cross-bill, 
one  of  them  can  not  assign  as  error  the  dismissal  of  the  original  bill. 

2.  Answer  and  cross-hill,  without  and  under  statutory  provisions. — In 
the  absence  of  statutory  provisions,  an  answer  and  a  cross-bill  are  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  modes  of  defense,  and  can  not  be  blended  in  one  plead- 
ing ;  and  the  statute  which  authorizes  a  defendant  to  embrace  in  his  an- 
swer matters  which  might  be  made  the  subject  of  a  cross-bill,  and  to 
have  it  heard  and  considered  as  a  cross-bill  (Code,  §^  3801-04),  applies 
only  to  those  cases  in  which  relief  is  sought  against  the  complainant  in 
the  original  bill,  and  does  not  authorize  the  answer  of  one  defendant  to- 
be  converted  into  a  cross-bill  as  against  another. 

3.  Cross-hill  hetmeen  co-defendants. — Independently  of  statutory  pro- 
visions, a  cross-bill  may  be  maintained  by  one  or  more  of  several  de- 
fendants, asking  relief  against  the  original  complainant  and  the  other  de- 
fendants ;  and  when  such  a  cross-bill  has  been  filed  by  one  defendant, 
bringing  the  entire  subject  of  litigation  before  the  court,  a  second  cross- 
bill by  another  defendant  is  unnecessary,  and  is  properly  dismissed. 

4.  State  indorsement  of  rcfilroad  honds;  honds  for  first  twenty  miles  of 
road. — Under  the 'statute  approved  February  2l8t,  1870,  entitled  "  An 
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act  to  furnish  the  aid  and  credit  of  tlie  State  of  Alabama  for  the  purpose 
of  expediting  the  construction  of  railroads "  (Session  Acts  1869-70, 
pp.  149-o7),  it  was  contemplated  that  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the  rail- 
road should  be  completed  and  equipp)ed  from  the  resources  of  the  cor- 
poration, before  any  of  its  bonds  should  be  intiorsed  by  the  State,  and 
that  the  indorsed  iMjnds  should  be  used  and  applied  in  the  further 
construction  of  the  road ;  and  the  bonds  referring;  on  their  face  to  the 
statute  mwler  which  they  were  indorsed,  every  jierson  taking  them  from 
the  railroad  company  was  put  on  inquiry,  and  was  charjreable  with  notice 
of  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  of  the  relation  of  the  State  as  indorser, 
and  of  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  the  company  could  legally  trans- 
fer them. 

5.  Harne;  misapplication  of  said  bondn. — The  company  having  trans- 
ferred its  bonds  to  the  contractor  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the  first 
twenty  miles  of  its  road,  and.  after  procuring  the  State's  indorsement  on 
the  completion  of  said  twenty  miles,  again  delivered  them  to  him  in  pay- 
ment of  the  company's  debt  to  him  ;  such  use  of  them  being  unauthorized, 
and  fraudulent  as  against  the  State,  no  liability  rested  on  it  by  virtue  of 
its  indorsement,  while  the  lx>nds  remained  in  the  hands  of  said  contrac- 
tor, or  were  in  the  hands  of  any  other  i>erson  chargeable  with  knowledge 
of  the  misapplication. 

6.  .S"a>/i€;  rights  of  bona  fide  holder. — But,  such  indorsed  bonds  being 
negotiable  instruments,  and  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  all  other  com- 
mercial pai)er,  the  State  would  become  liable,  as  an  accommodation  in- 
dorser, to  any  bona  fide  holder  who  acquired  them  for  value,  in  the  usual 
course  of  business,  without  knowledge  or  notice,  actual  or  constructive, 
of  the  misapplication  by  the  company  or  its  immediate  transferree. 

7.  Same;  burden  of  proof  as  to  character  of  transfer. — When  a  subse- 
ouent  holder  of  such  bonds  seeks  to  enforce  the  State's  liability  as  in- 
dorser, the  original  misappropriation  of  them  being  shown,  the  law  casts 
on  him  the  burden  of  proving  that  be  ac«|uired  them  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business. 

8.  Same;  irhat  is  purchase  for  value,  and  in  usual 'course  of  business. 
The  sale  or  exchange  of  such  indorsed  bonds  for  shares  of  stock  in  an- 
other railroad  corjwration,  or  in  a  joint-stock  company  or  corporation  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  constructing  railroads  by  contract,  is  an  ordinary 
commercial  transaction ;  and  in  determining  whether  the  purchase  is  for 
value,  the  safer  doctrine  is,  when  no  (juestion  of  usurv  is  involved,  that 
the  amount  of  the  consideration,  value  being  parted  with,  is  only  material 
as  bearing  on  the  question  of  notice. 

9.  Same;  proof  of  notice,  or  want  of  notice. — In  such  case,  the  pre- 
sumption is  of  a  want  of  notice,  since  it  is  not  probable,  though  possiole, 
that  notice  of  the  original  fraud  or  illegality  would  be  communicated  to  a 
subsequent  holder,  thereby  defeating  the"  transfer ;  and  the  burden  of 
proving  notice  resting  on  the  party  who  assails  the  title  of  the  holder,  it 
is  not  enough  to  show  only  that  he  acquired  the  bonds  under  circum- 
stances which  would  have  excited,  in  the  mind  of  prutlent  man,  suspi- 
cions as  to  the  title  of  the  party  from  whom  he  purchased. 

10.  Subrogation  of  holders  of  indorsed  bonds,  to  State's  statutory  lien 
and  priority. — The  holders  of  such  indorsed  bonds  who  have  acquiretl 
them  in  gootl  faith,  for  valuable  consideration,  and  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  are  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  statutory  lien  and  priority 
of  the  State,  on  the  railroad  company  l)ecoming  insolvent,  and  making 
default  in  the  payment  of  the  bonds  according  to  their  terms ;  and  this 
subrogation  may  be  declared  in  a  suit  between  the  holders  of  such  bonds, 
some  of  whom  are  not  entitled  to  share  in  the  protection  given  to  the 
others,  and  although  the  State  is  not  a  party  and  can  not  be  sued. 

Appeal  from  the  City  Court  of  Sekna,  sitting  in  Equity. 
Heard  before  the  Hon.  W.  C.  Ward,  as  special  judge,  selected 


568  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term, 

[Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  and  Selma  R.  R.  Co.] 
by  the  parties  on  account  of  the  disqualification  of  the  presiding 
judge  of  the  court. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  10th  October, 
1877,  by  Richard  M.  Robertson,  as  a  judgment-creditor  of  the 
New  Orleans  and  Selma  Railroad  Company  and  Immigration 
Association,  a  domestic  corporation,  which  was  alleged  to  be  in- 
solvent, and  against  which  executions  on  complainant's  judg- 
ments had  been  returned  "No  property  found ; "  against  the 
said  corporation,  and  against  T.  H.  DuPuy  and  otliers,  who 
were  alleged  to  be  in  control  and  possession  of  the  property  and 
railroad  of  the  corporation  ;  and  against  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.,  a 
firm  doing  business  in  New  York  city,  as  the  holders  of  certain 
mortgage  bonds  which  had  been  issued  by  the  corporation  ;  and 
against  the  Union  Trust  Company,  a  foreign  corporation,  or- 
ganized and  doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  as  the  trus- 
tee in  the  mortgage.  Its  object  and  prayer  was  to  set  aside  the 
mortgage,  as  an  incumbrance  on  the  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion, which  would  prevent  it  from  bringing  an  adequate  price 
under  an  execution  sale ;  or  to  have  the  mortgage  bonds,  if  any 
of  them  were  lawful  claims  against  the  property,  declared  in- 
ferior to  the  lien  of  the  complainant's  judgments,  and  to  have 
the  property  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt  and  the  other 
valid  claims  which  might  be  presented  and  proved.  An  amended 
bill  was  afterwards  filed,  bringing  in  as  defendants  the  several 
persons  composing  the  firm  ot  Morton,  Bliss  &  Co.,  a  partner- 
ship doing  business  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  personal 
representative  of  David  Crawford,  deceased,  as  the  holders  and 
claimants  of  other  mortgage  bonds  of  the  corporation. 

The  defendant  corporation  was  chartered  by  an  act  of  the 
General  Assembly  of  Alabama,  approved  February  23d,  1866, 
under  the  name  of  the  New  Orleans  and  Selma  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  was  authorized  to  build  a  railroad  between  Selma  and 
New  Orleans ;  and  its  name  was  changed,  by  an  act  approved 
December  22d,  1868,  by  adding  the  words  "an<^  Immigration 
Association.''^  The  corporation  was  duly  organized  under  its 
charter,  the  complainant  in  the  original  bill  being  a  large  stock- 
holder and  its  first  president.  The  first  twenty  miles  of  the 
railroad,  commencing  at  Selma,  were  built  by  the  defendant 
DuPuy,  under  a  contract  with  the  corporation,  entered  into  on 
the  22d  February,  1870.  By  the  terms  of  this  contract,  as  origi- 
nally entered  into,  DuPuy  undertook  to  construct  the  entire 
road,  at  the  following  compensation  per  mile :  $16,000  of  the 
first-mortgage  bonds  of  the  corporation,  indorsed  by  the  State 
as  then  provided  by  law ;  $14,000  of  its  second-mortgage  bonds ; 
250  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  of  $100  each,  and  certain  cash 
subscriptions.  The  act  of  the  General  Assembly  approved 
February  21st,  1870,  having  required  that  twenty  miles  of  its 
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road  should  be  completed,  before  a  railroad  company  should  be 
entitled  to  have  any  of  its  bonds  indorsed  by  the  State,  and  that 
the  bonds  should  then  he  indorsed,  to  the  amount  of  $16,000 
per  mile,  for  said  twenty  miles,  and  for  each  continuous  section 
of  five  miles  when  completed  ;  the  contract  between  DuPuy  and 
the  company  was  modified,  on  the  16th  May,  1870,  and  it  was 
stipulated  that  his  compensation  should  be,  for  the  first  twenty 
miles,  $16,000  per  mile  of  the  unindorsed  bonds  of  the  conapany, 
300  shares  'of  its  capital  stock,  $140,000  subscribed  by  Dallas 
county,  and  other  cash  subscriptions ;  and  on  the  completion  of 
the  first  twenty  miles,  as  required  by  the  said  act  of  February 
2l8t,  1870,  the  company  agreed,  "for  the  purpose  of  building 
and  expediting  the  construction  and  equipment  of  the  second 
section  of  twenty  miles  of  said  road,  to  advance  and  pay  to  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part  [DuPuy]  $320,000  in  the  mort- 
gage bonds  of  said  company,  indorsed  by  the  State  of  Alabama," 
ana  at  that  rate  for  each  continuous  five  miles. 

On  the  16th  July,  1870,  the  railroad  company  executed  a 
mortgage,  or  deed  of  trust,  by  which  it  conveyed  to  the  Union 
Trust  Company,  of  New  York,  its  franchise,  road  and  property, 
to  secure  bonds  which  it  proposed  to  issue  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  money,  as  recited  in  the  resolutions  of  the  company, 
which  were  set  out  in  full  in  the  mortgage,  "  to  enable  this  com- 
pany to  construct  and  equip  its  road  beyond  the  first  twenty 
miles,  that  much  having  been  already  provided  for ; "  the  bonos 
to  be  in  a  prescribed  form,  for  $1,000  each,  payable  on  the  1st 
July,  1895,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  eight  per-cent.  per  an- 
num^ payable  semi-annually,  at  the  oflice  or  agency  of  the  cor- 
poration in  the  city  of  New  York ;  each  containing  on  its  face 
the  words  "  To  he  indorsed  hy  the  State  of  Alahama^''  and  a  re- 
cital in  these  words :  "This  is  one  of  a  series  of  bonds,  of  like 
tenor,  date  and  amount,  numbered  consecutively  from  one  up- 
wards, and  limited  to  sixteen  thousand  dollars  per  mile  of  com- 
gleted  and  equipped  railroad  in  the  State  of  Alabama ;  secured 
y  a  mortgage,  bearing  even  date  herewith,  of  the  railroad,  with 
its  equipments  and  appurtenances,  and  franchises  of  the  said 
corporation  which  relate  thereto;  issued  under  the  provisions  of 
an  act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Alabama,  entitled  'An  act 
to  furnish  the  aid  and  credit  of  the  State  of  Alabama  for  the 

Purpose  of  expediting  the  construction  of  railroads,'  approved 
ebruary  2l8t,  1870;  all  secured  by  a  first  lien,  provided  for  in 
said  act,  on  the  railroad  of  said  company,  its  equipments,  and 
all  other  property  relating  thereto,  including  the  franchise  of 
the  company,  with  power  of  sale  in  case  of  default ;  and  by  in- 
dorsement of  the  State  of  Alabama,  made  under  authority,  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  General  Assembly  aforesaid." 
Of  the  bonds  provided  for  in  this  mortgage,  320  were  issued, 
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of  even  date  with  the  mortgage,  were  delivered  to  DuPnv  by 
the  coinpaDy ;  and  in  June,  1871,  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the 
road  having  been  completed,  he  re-delivered  them  to  the  com- 
pany, in  order  that  the  State's  indorsement  might  be  procured ; 
and  the  indorsement  having  been  made,  after  full  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  bonds  were  again  de- 
livered to  DuPuy,  and  were  transferred  by  him  to  David  Craw- 
ford and  the  persons  composing  the  firm  of  Morton,  Bliss  &  Co., 
in  payment  of  debts  which  he  had  contracted  with  them  for  iron 
and  materials  purchased  and  used  in  the  construction  and  equip- 
ment of  said  twenty  miles  of  the  road.  Of  the  bonds  wnich 
Crawford  received,  he  transferred  58,  numbered  from  263  to 
320,  to  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.,  in  exchange  for  "  Des  Moines  Valley 
Construction  Company  "  stock,  and  "  Des  Moines  Valley  Com- 
mon "  stock.     This  contract  was  made  on  the  17th  October, 

1870,  before  the  bonds  had  been  indorsed  by  the  State ;  and  it  was 
stipulated  in  the  contract,  as  shown  by  the  memorandum,  that 
the  bonds  were  "  to  be  guaranteed  by  the  State  of  Alabama,  and 
to  bear  eight  per-cent  coupons ;  interest  to  begin  January  1st, 

1871,  and  bonds  to  be  delivered  within  about  sixty  days."  The 
bonds  were  actually  delivered,  and  the  contract  consummated 
July  22d,  1871. 

An  answer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Gilman,  Sons  «fc  Co.,  claim- 
ing to  be  honafide  purchasers  of  the  58  bonds  held  by  them,  de- 
nying the  validity  of  the  other  bonds  in  the  hands  of  Crawford 
and  Morton,"Bliss  &  Co.,"  and  insisting  that,  in  any  event,  they 
were  entitled  to  priority  over  the  holders  of  those  bonds.  They 
incorporated  in  their  answer  a  cross-bill,  making  the  original 
complainant,  Robertson,  Crawford,  Morton,  Bliss  &  Co.,  DuPuy, 
and  the  railroad  corporation,  parties  defendants  thereto ;  and 
praying  that  the  equities  and  relative  priorities  of  the  parties 
might  be  adjusted,  an  account  taken,  and  the  railroad  sold  for 
the  satisfaction  of  the  debts  found  due.  A  demurrer  to  this 
cross-bill  was  filed  by  Morton,  Bliss  and  their  associates,  on  the 
.ground  that  the  statute  did  not  authorize  an  answer  to  be  joined 
with  a  cross-bill  as  between  co-defendants ;  and,  having  answered 
the  original  bill,  they  filed  a  formal  cross-bill,  makmg  all  the 
parties  interested  defendants  thereto,  and  praying  relief  as  fol- 
lows: "(1.)  That  the  validity  and  order  of  priority  of  the 
several  and  respective  liens  and  claims  of  the  parties  to  this  ac- 
tion, upon  and  against  the  said  railroad  and  other  mortgaged 
property  and  premises  hereinbefore  described,  may  be  deter- 
mined and  decreed.  (2.)  That  it  may  be  ascertained,  deter- 
mined and  decreed,  who  are  the  honafide  holders  and  owners  of 
the  bonds  hereinbefore  referred  to ;  which  are  outstanding,  and 
to  what  extent  and  for  what  sums  the  same  are  valid  obligations, 
or  are  secured  by  the  said  deed  of  trust  and  statutory  mortgage 
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hereinbefore  referred  to,  and  what  are  the  rights  re6|)ectively  of 
tlie  owners  of  said  bonds.  (3.)  That  tlie  said  railroad,  and  all 
the  property  embraced  in  and  described  or  referred  to  in  said 
deed  of  tnist,  including  right  of  wav,  property,  franchises, 
capital  stock,  rights  and  appurtetiances,  and  all  and  singular 
the  locomotives,  cars,  machinery,  fixtures,  implements,  chattels 
and  effects,  of  every  nature  and  kind  whatever,  in  any  wise  ap- 
pertaining to  said  railroad,  or  belonging  to  said  corporation,  be 
sold,  in  such  manner  as  this  court  shall  direct.  (4.)  That  an 
account  be  taken  in  respect  to  the  money  due  upon  said  bonds 
secured  by  said  deed  of  trust  and  statutory  mortgage,  for  prin- 
cipal and  interest ;  that  the  holders  thereof  l>e  ascertained  ;  that 
the  proceeds  of  sale  be  applied,  under  the  direction  of  the  court, 
to  the  payment  and  discliarge  of  the  said  several  sums ;  and  that 
this  suit  and  the  said  original  suit  may  constitute  but  one  cause, 
and  as  such  Ije  heard  together.  (5.)  And  that  your  orators  may 
have  such  other  and  further  relief  in  the  premises  as  the  nature 
of  the  case  may  require,"  &c. 

On  iinal  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  special  judge 
sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  cross-bill  of  (Tilman,  Sons  &  Co., 
and  dismissed  it ;  and  he  also  dismissed  the  original  bill,  hold- 
ing that  the  complainant  showed  no  right  to  relief,  either  against 
the  bondholders,  or  against  DuPuy.  But  he  retained  the  cross- 
bill of  Morton,  Bliss  eial.,  as  being  in  the  nature  of  an  original 
bill ;  and  rendered  a  decree  under  it,  declaring  that,  while  none 
of  the  bondholdcft^  were  honajide  purchasers  for  value  as  against 
the  State,  they  were  entitled  to  have  the  n)ortgage  foreclosed  by 
a  sale  of  the  property,  and  to  share  equally  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale.  Gilman,  Sons  cfe  Co.  appeal  from  this  decree,  and 
here  make  thirt3'-6ix  assignments  of  error;  the  principal  assign- 
ments being,  the  dismissal  of  their  cross-bill,  the  decree  rendered 
under  the  cross-bill  of  Morton,  Bliss ^^  a/.,  the  refusal  to  decree 
priority  to  the  appellants  over  the  other  bondholders,  and  the 
rulings  on  numerous  exceptions  to  evidence. 

R.  M.  WiLLiAMi^N,  and  J.  T.  Holtzcu.aw,  with  whom  were 
E.  W.  Pettis  and  D. S.  Troy,  for  the  appellants. — The  bonds, 
on  their  face,  are  such  bonds  as  the  statute  contemplated  ;  and 
the  State's  indorsement  was  made  on  proof  of  full  performance 
of  all  the  conditions  prescribed,  and  strict  compliance  with  all 
the  statutory  requisitions.  They  are,  and  were  intended  to  be, 
negotiable  instruments ;  and  when  thus  put  on  the  market,  a 
l)ona  fide  purchaser  for  value  was  not  lx)und  to  inquire  into 
these  matters,  but  might  rely  on  the  security  of  the  State's  m- 
dorsement.— /YofX:  <i?  Co.  i\  Cobh,  64  Ala.  127;  Pmid  v.  Lock- 
wood,  8  Ala.  669 ;  Winston  v.  WestfeldU  '2'2,  Ala.  760.  The 
misapplication  of  the  bonds  by  DuPuy  did  not  invalidate  them 
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as  securities  governed  by  the  commercial  law,  though  it  would 
prevent  any  one  who  participated  in  such  misapplication,  or 
who  acquired  them  with  knowledge  thereof,  from  enforcing  any 
liability  against  the  State  as  indorser.  This  is  the  position  oc- 
cupied by  Morton,  Bliss  &  Co.,  and  by  Crawford  :  they  received 
the  bonds  from  DuPuy,  in  payment  of  their  debts  contracted 
for  materials  and  supplies  sold  and  furnished  to  build  the  first 
twenty  miles  of  road,  knowing  that  they  could  only  be  legally 
applied  to  the  further  extension  of  the  road.  But  Crawford 
contracted  to  sell  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.  bonds  "  to  be  indorsed 
by  the  State  of  Alabama ; "  and  when  he  delivered  the  bonds 
under  his  contract,  they  were  so  indorsed.  His  contract  was  a 
guaranty  of  the  indorsement ;  and  to  permit  him  now  to  assail 
the  validity  of  the  indorsement,  would  enable  him  to  perpetrate 
a  fraud  on  the  purchasers. — Mnanuel  v.  Atwood,  6  Porter,  384 ; 
1  Dan.  Neg.  Instruments,  752-5.  The  appellants,  as  purchasers, 
are  directly  injured  by  this  attempted  fraud ;  since,  if  the  bonds 
had  not  been  misapplied,  there  would  now  be  forty  (instead  of 
twenty)  miles  of  road  completed  and  equipped,  and  subject  to 
the  lien  of  the  mortgage.  But  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.  are  not  af- 
fected by  the  infirmity  which  attached  to  the  bonds  while  in  the 
hands  of  Crawford,  and  which  still  attaches  to  those  held  by  his 
administrator,  and  by  Morton,  Bliss  et  al.  They  acquired  their 
bonds  in  good  faith,  for  value,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness. The  onus  was  on  them  to  show  that  they  paid  value,  be- 
fore maturity,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  tradfi  ;  and  these  facts 
are  affirmatively  shown.  The  onus  then  devolved  on  the  ad- 
verse party,  to  show  notice  or  knowledge  of  the  infirmity  of 
the  paper,  or  facts  which  should  have  put  them  on  inquiry  ;  and 
this  is  not  proved.  As  honajide  holders  of  these  indorsed  bonds, 
the  appellants  are  entitled  to  priority  over  the  other  bondholders, 
and  to  be  subrogated  to  the  State's  prior  lien. — Colt  v.  Barnes^ 
64  Ala.  108 ;  Knighton  v.  Cu7'^ry,  62  Ala.  404. 

Brooks  t&  Roy,  with  whom  was  S.  F.  Rice,  contra. — 1.  As 
to  the  pleadings.  The  original  bill  was  properly  dismissed,  be- 
cause the  complainant  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief  as  against 
the  bondholders  or  the  railroad  company.  The  cross-bill  of 
Gilman,  Sons  (fe  Co.  was  defective  in  form  and  parties;  and  be- 
ing also  unnecessary,  after  the  cross-bill  of  Morton,  Bliss  et  al. 
was  filed,  it  was  properly  dismissed.  The  cross-bill  of  Morton, 
Bliss  et  al.  was  in  proper  form,  brought  in  all  the  parties  in- 
terested, and  presented  the  entire  subject  of  litigation  for  de- 
cision ;  and  it  was  properly  retained,  notwithstanding  the  dis- 
missal of  the  original  bill. — Cooper's  Dan.  Ch.  PI.  1550,  1554, 
notes ;  Story's  Eq.   PI.  §  398 ;  2  Barb.  Chan.  Pr.  §§  128-9 ; 
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WicJdM'e  v.  Clay  1  Dana,  589 ;  Madison  v.   Wallace,  2  Dana, 
63 ;  Jfinn  v.  Dtllard,  60  Ala.  369. 

2.  As  to  the  status  of  the  honds  as  against  the  railroad  cotn- 
pany  and  its  property.  The  bonds  all  bear  the  same  date,  are 
secured  bj  the  same  mortgage,  refer  to  the  same  statute,  were 
issued  by  the  company  at  the  same  time,  delivered  to  DuPuy 
in  payment  of  his  debt,  and  by  him  negotiated  to  Crawford  and 
Morton,  Bliss  &  Co.  Their  status  is  not  affected  by  the  recital 
in  the  mortgage  of  the  company's  intention  to  issue  them  for 
the  further  construction  of  the  road  beyond  the  first  twenty 
miles ;  nor  by  DuPuy's  stipulation  in  his  contract  to  apply  them 
in  that  manner.  As  against  the  company,  that  stipulation  was 
without  consideration,  and  he  could  successfully  defend  against 
any  action  for  its  breach. — Overdeer  v.  Wiley,  Banks  cD  Co., 
30  Ala.  709.  The  fact  that  the  bonds  were  hypothecated,  or 
held  as  collateral  security,  would  not  affect  the  right  of  the 
holders  to  foreclose  the  mortgage. — Jones  on  Kailroad  Securi- 
ties, §  435.  As  against  the  company  and  all  persons  holding  in 
privity  with  it,  DuPiiy  in  the  first  place,  and  Crawford  and 
Morton,  Bliss  et  al.  in  the  second,  were  holders  for  value  of  the 
entire  series  of  bonds ;  and  the  present  holdei*s,  succeeding  to 
their  rights,  may  compel  the  specific  application  to  the  payment 
of  the  debt,  whether  the  liability  be  reierred  to  the  contract  or  to 
the  statute,  and  although  the  State  may  be  discharged  from 
liability  as  indorser. — Kelly  v.  Trzistees,  58  Ala.  500 ;  Colt  v. 
Barnes,  64  Ala.  108;  Forrest  v.  Luddington,  68  Ala.  1 ;  Crom- 
well V.  County  of  Sac,  6  Otto,  51 ;  Howell  v.  Western  Railroad, 
4  Otto,  465;  Mayhei^^y  v.  Morris,  62  Ala.  113. 

3.  As  to  the  issue  hetweeti  Gilman,  Sons  i&  C  o.  and  the  other 
bondltolders.  The  mortgage  and  the  bonds  constitute  but  one 
contract,  and  are  to  be  read  and  construed  together.  The  mort- 
gage contains  an  express  stipulation,  that  the  bonds  are  to  be 
paid,  "  without  priority  to  any  holder,"  in  full,  or,  if  the  prop- 
erty prcve  insufficient,  ^^pro  rata,  so  that  no  priority  shall  be 
given  to  any  bond  or  bonds ;"  and  in  the  absence  of  such  a  pro- 
vision, the  general  rule  of  law  would  require  ecpiality.  Morton, 
Bliss  and  their  associates  assert  the  validity  and  equality  of  the 
entire  series  of  bonds,  as  against  the  corporation  and  its  prop- 
erty ;  while  Gilman,  Sons  oc  Co.  claim  to  have  acquired  their 
bonds  in  such  a  manner  as  to  give  priority  to  them  over  the 
remainder  of  the  series,  and  to  entitle  them  to  l>e  subrogated 
to  certain  alleged  rights  of  the  State  of  Alabanui.  To  support 
their  position,  they  must  show,  first,  that  the  State  has  property 
rights  in  the  premises,  which  may  be  the  subject  of  such  sub- 
rogation ;  and,  secondly,  that  their  status  entitles  them  to  claim 
these  rights  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other  bondholders.     Each 
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of  these  propositions,  it  is  insisted,  is  without  foundation  in  law 
or  in  fact. 

{a)  As  to  the  clfiim,  of  suhrogation.  If  the  rights  of  the 
parties  are  to  be  referred  only  to  the  statute,  and  to  be 'deter- 
mined by  it  alone,  there  can  be  no  subrogation  to  the  rights  of 
the  State,  in  the  sense  asserted  by  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.;  because 
the  public  rights  of  the  State  can  not  be  made  the  subject  of 
subrogation  ;  because  the  rights  secured  by  the  statute  to  the 
bondholders  are  direct  and  absolute  rights  of  their  own,  and  not 
rights  which  are  to  be  worked  out  through  the  State,  the  mere 
stakeholder  and  trustee.,  in  this  respect,  for  the  bondholders ; 
and  because  the  right  of  ultimate  indemnity  secured  to  the 
State  is  contingent  (that  is,  dependent  on  its  having  been  dam- 
nified by  some  payment  as  indorser),  and  subordinate  to  the 
paramount  riglit  of  the  bondholders  to  be  paid  in  full,  without 
which  the  State  can  not  be  damnified.  The  statutory  mortgage 
and  lien  are  created  and  declared  for  the  benefit  of  the  bond- 
holders— "  for  the  payment  of  said  bonds  by  said  company,  with 
the  interest  thereon  as  it  becomes  due  ;"  "  for  the  payment  of 
said  bonds  indorsed  for  the  company,  as  provided  in  this  act, 
and  for  the  interest  accruing  on  said  bonds  f '  "  to  secure  the 
payment  of  said  bonds,  with  the  interest  thereon,  and  to  indem- 
nify the  State  against  any  loss  on  account  of  the  indorsement 
of  said  bonds."  The  statute  simply  makes  the  State  a  trustee 
for  the  bondholders,  vests  it  with  certain  powers,  and  imposes 
on  it  certain  duties,  to  be  exercised  and  performed  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  bondholders  in  the  first  instance,  and  ultimately  for 
its  own  protection  and  indemnity.  There  is  no  room  for  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  of  subrogation,  as  appHed  between 
sureties  and  the  common  creditor.  I'he  public  powers  and  du- 
ties devolved  upon  the  State  by  the  statute  can  not  l)e  the  sub- 
ject of  subrogation,  because  they  are  public,  and  because  they 
are  not  susceptible  of  money  valuation.  The  only  property 
right  secured  to  the  State  is  the  right  to  "payment  of  said  bonds 
by  said  company,  with  the  interest  thereon ;"  and  this  right  is 
secured  directly  to  the  bondholder,  and  is  not  to  be  worked  out 
through  the  surety. — MeMulleii  v.  Neal,  HO  Ala,  555.  To 
make  the  test  of  priority  the  right  of  the  holder  to  sue  and  re- 
cover on  the  indorsement,  is  a  fallacy  in  argument,  and  is  im- 
possible of  execution.  The  conditions  annexed  by  the  statute 
to  the  indorsement  of  the  bonds,  do  not  go  to  the  validity  of 
the  statutory  mortgage  :  the  statutory  lien  is  complete  and  per- 
fect in  itself,  as  against  the  company  and  all  its  property,  with- 
out reference  to  those  conditions,  as  any  other  lien  created  or 
defined  by  statute.  And  that  test  would  be  impracticable  and 
impossible,  since  the  State  can  not  be  sued ;  nor  would  it  be 
bound  by  any  adjudication  to  which  it  was  not  a  party. 
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Tlie  bonds  were  all  indorsed  hy  the  governor,  in  the  name  of 
the  State.  He  was  the  officer  appointed  hy  law  to  determine 
whether  the  statute  had  l)een  complied  with,  and  he  was  clothed 
with  y7/<m-jiidieial  powers  for  that  purpose.  The  evidence 
upon  which  he  was  to  act  was  prescribed,  and  his  decision  was 
tinal.  His  indorsement  of  the  bonds  was  an  adjudication  of 
their  validity,  and  of  the  existence  of  every  fact  essential  to 
their  validity;  and  it  was  intended  to  give  tlie  bonds  full  faith 
and  credit  in  the  markets  of  the  world.  There  is  no  intima- 
tion in  the  statute  that  the  indorsement  would  l>e  vitiated  by 
any  fraud  in  obtaining  it,  or  by  any  subsequent  wrongful  use 
of  the  bonds.  On  the  contrary,  the  State  relied  for  its  protec- 
tion on  the  safeguards  provided  by  the  statute. — PJock  d?  Co. 
V.  Cobb,  64  Ala.  127;  M.  Bank  r.  Mattheicn,  8  Otto,  621. 

In  the  case  of  Colt  v.  Barnes,  64  Ala.  108,  the  court  held 
that  indorsed  iKjnds  were  entitled  to  preference  and  priorit}' 
over  unindorsed  bonds ;  and  though  the  doctrine  of  subrogation 
was  discussed,  the  real  basis  of  the  decision,  it  is  submitted, 
must  rest  on  the  ground,  that  both  the  statute  and  the  mortgage 
provided  for  such  ])riority.  Hut  no  such  question  can  arise 
nere,  Avhere  all  the  bonds  are  indorsed,  and  no  claim  is  preferred 
on  account  of  any  unindorsed  lx)nds.  The  later  case  of  Foi^ent 
r.  Luddington,  68  Ala.  1,  fully  recogni/.es  and  affinns  the  prin- 
ciples herein  contended  for. 

(b)  As  U)  thfi  claim  of  purchaser  far  value  toithout  notice. 
\i  tne  suit  were  against  tlie  State,  like  any  other  accommoda- 
tion indorser  of  negotiable  paper,  the  onus  would  be  on  the 
defendant  to  prove  notice  of  irregularity,  or  the  like.  But 
here,  all  the  bonds  being  issued,  indoi-sed.  and  received  for  value, 
all  the  holders  stand  on  an  equality ;  and  when  any  one  seeks 
to  establish  for  his  bonds  a  different  antl  better  sUitus,  he  must 
allege  and  prove,  according  to  the  general  rules  of  law,  the 
facts  necessary  to  make  gfM>d  his  claim.  He  must  deny  notice, 
positively  and  particularly,  and  not  generally  or  evasively;  and 
where  there  are  circumstances  tending  to  show  notice,  the  law 
"  exacts  the  clearest  and  most  explicit  denial  of  notice." — T^d- 
better  r.  Walker,  31  Ala.  179;  Wells  v.  Morrmc,  38  Ala.  128; 
Moore  v.  Clau,  6  Ala.  751.  H  the  pk-ading  falls  short  of  this 
rule,  relief  will  not  l>e  granted,  no  matter  how  full  and  satis- 
factory the  proof  may  be. — Same  authorities.  If  the  pleading 
Ixj  sufficient,  the  onus  is  on  the  holder  to  show,  by  satisfactory 
evidence,  that  he  acquired  the  bonds  "for  valuable  considera- 
tion, before  maturity,  in  the  usual  coui-se  of  trade,  and  without 
notice  of  any  defect  or  infirmity  in  the  title." — Beid  c.  Bank 
of  Mdfile,  70  Ala.  199;  Mayor  c.  Plank- Bmd  Co.,  63  Ala. 
632.  The  rule  as  to  notice  is,  that  whatever  is  sufficient  to  put 
a  prudent  man  on  inquiry,  is  sufficient  to  charge  a  party  \x\i\\ 
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notice  of  every  fact  wliich  inquiry  would  have  developed. 
Foster  v.  StaUwoHh,  62  Ala.  549 ;  Wilson  v.  Wall,  34  Ala.  303. 
The  claim  of  Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.,  tested  by  these  rules,  must 
fail  on  the  pleadings,  and  equally  on  the  proof. 

Their  pleadings,  in  their  cross-bill  and  answer,  set  up  their 
claim  in  these  words:  "At  the  time  of  procuring  said  58 
bonds,  respondents  had  no  knowledge,  information,  belief,  or 
suspicion,  that  there  was  any  defense  against  said  bonds,  or  any 
of  them,  or  any  doubt  or  question  of  their  legality,  validity,  or 
binding  obligation ;  and  respondents  aver  that  they  purchased 
said  bonds  in  good  faith,  and  for  the  full  par  value,  without 
any  knowledge  or  notice  of  any  of  the  facts  alleged  in  said 
original  and  amended  bills  against  the  same."  In  assailing  the 
other  bonds,  their  language  is :  "  ]^one  of  said  bonds  numbered 
from  one  (1)  to  262  were  ever  issued  or  negotiated  by  the  said 
New  Orleans  and  Selma  Railroad  Company  and  Immigration  As- 
sociation ;  and  none  of  them  have  ever  passed  into  the  hands  of 
56»n.a^6?e  holders  for  value,  without  notice  that  the  same  had  not 
been  negotiated  by  the  said  corporation ;  and  none  of  them  are 
secured  by,  or  entitled  to,  the  precedence  and  priority  of  lien 
given  by  the  said  act  of  the  General  Assembly ;  and  if  any  of 
them  are  protected  and  secured  in  any  manner  by  said  deed  of 
trust,  their  lien  is  subordinate  to  the  lien  of  the  bonds  purchased 
and  now  held  by  these  respondents."  These  allegations  are  the 
mere  statement  of  legal  conclusions,  and  are  insufficient. —  Wil- 
lingharti  v.  Harrell,  36  Ala.  580 ;  Duckworth  v.  Duckworth, 
35  Ala.  70 ;  Flewellyn  v.  Crane,  58  Ala.  628 ;  and  authorities 
above  cited. 

Their  evidence  is  fatally  defective,  and  the  weight  of  proof  is 
against  them.  Only  three  of  the  partners  are  examined  as  wit- 
nesses, and  their  denial  of  notice,  however  full,  would  not  nega- 
tive notice  to  the  fourth  partner.  As  against  the  estate  of 
Crawford,  from  whom  they  purchased,  their  evidence  was  in- 
competent, and  was  objected  to  on  that  ground. — Stuckey  v. 
Bellah,  41  iVla.  700 ;  McCrary  v.  Rash's  Advi'r,  60  Ala.  374. 
An  examination  of  their  answers,  too,  will  show  such  indefi- 
nitenessand  evasiveness,  as  manifests  an  effort  "  to  manufacture 
the  defense  of  innocent  purchaser  out  of  facts  not  quite  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  it "  [Ledbetter  v.  Walker,  31  Ala,  179),  and 
amounts  to  an  implied  admission  of  the  fact  not  directly  denied. 
As  where  W.  S.  Gilman  is  asked,  "  State  when  you,  or,  so  far  as 
you  know,  said  firm,  first  heard  that  said  bonds  had  been  issued 
in  consideration  of  money  or  materials  used  in  the  construction 
of  the  first  twenty  miles  of  said  road ; "  his  answer  is,  "  I  never 
had  any  inforiiiation  rega/rding  tlie  construction  of  the  road,  ex- 
cept what  appears  on  the  face  of  the  bonds,  until  the  receipt  of 
a  letter  from   C.   M.   Shelley,   dated   10th  September,  1875." 
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Against  their  indefinite  denials  is  the  positive  testimony  of  John 
Tucker,  who  knew  all  the  facts,  and  who  testifies  that  his  in- 
terview with  them  was  had  for  the  purpose  of  informing  thorn 
of  the  facts,  and  that  he  did  impart  to  them  all  the  facts. 
Eight  months  elapsed  from  the  time  the  contract  was  entered 
into,  before  the  lx>nds  were  actually  delivered,  although  it  was 
stipulated  that  they  were  "to  be  delivered  in  about  sixty  days." 
The  delay  would  naturally  cause  inquiry,  and  inquiry  would  have 
developed  the  fact  that  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the  road  were 
not  completed ;  and  they  are  charged  with  implied  notice  of  that 
fact  when  they  bargained  for  thebonds.  Aside  from  the  (ques- 
tion of  notice,  the  proof  is  that  they  purchased  the  bonds  at  the 
rate  of  85  cents  on  the  dollar,  while  the  statute  prohibited  their 
sale  or  use  at  less  than  90  cents ;  and  paid  for  them  in  railroad 
scrip,  which  was  at  the  time  worth  only  five  or  ten  cent«  on  the 
dollar,  and  which  shortly  afterwards  proved  wholly  worthless. 
These  are  not  the  indicia  oi  an  ordinary  commercial  transaction, 
and  do  not  support  the  claim  of  a  purchase  for  value  in  the 
usual  course  of  business. 

BRICK  ELL,  C.  J.— 1.  The  original  bill  was  tiled  by  a  judg- 
ment-creditor of  the  ''Selraa  and  Xew  Orleans  Railroad  Com- 
pany and  Immigration  Association,"  who  had  exhausted  his 
remedies  at  law ;  and  its  main  purpose  was  to  remove,  as  an  ob- 
stacle in  the  way  of  obtaining  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,  a 
mortgage,  or  deed  of  trust  upon  the  property  of  the  company, 
given  to  secure  bonds  it  had  issued.  The  appellants,  as  holders 
of  a  number  of  these  bonds,  were  made  parties  defendant ;  and 
they  appeared  and  answered,  atiirmingthe  validity  of  the  bonds, 
and  of  the  mortgage  given  as  security  for  the  payment ;  and 
also  asserting  that,  as  tHmajide  liolders  of  the  lx)ndHi,  they  were 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  paramount  lien  of  the  State  as 
indorser,  recognized  in  the  mortgage.  The  dismissal  of  the 
(•ri^inal  bill,  if  erroneous,  can  not  in  any  event  operate  prejudi- 
cially to  the  appellants,  and  of  it  they  can  not  be  heard  to  com- 
plain. It  is  only  matters  which  are  of  injury  to  the  parties  ap- 
pealing, that  will  be  noticed  on  error. 

2-3.  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions,  a  cross-bill  and 
an  answer  are  essential!}'  separate  and  distinct  pleadings ;  and  it 
is  irregular  to  join  and  blend  them, — as  irregular  a*  it  would  be 
to  join  and  blend  an  amended  and  supplemental  bill,  (renerally, 
a  cross-bill  is  a  mere  nuKJe  of  defense;  and  if  all  it«  purposes 
can  be  be  obtained  by  answer,  the  bill  will  not  l)e  entertained. 
There  are  some  defenses  wiiich,  however,  can  not  be  made  by 
answer ;  and  often,  in  aid  of  the  defense,  a  discovery  from  the 
laintitf  in  the  original  bill  is  necessary.  And  as  a  generarrule, 
y  answer  the  defendant  can  pray  only  to  be  dismissed  ;  if  he 
37 
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is  entitled  to  relief  touching  the  matter  of  the  suit,  he  can  ob- 
tain it,  in  the  pending  suit,  onlv  by  cross-bill. —  Cvllum  v. 
Erirhi,  4  Ala.  452  ;  Good  win  r.  MeGe/iee,  15  Ala.  232.  Fre- 
quently, co-defendants  have,  as  between  themselves,  opposite  and 
clashing  interests  touching  the  matter  of  suit ;  without  an  ad- 
justment of  which,  a  complete  decree,  quieting  the  litigation, 
can  not  be  rendered.  In  such  case,  either  defendant  may  file  a 
cross-bill  ;  or  the  court  may  order  it  to  l)e  filed,  bringing  before 
the  court  the  whole  matter  of  litigation,  and  enabling  it  by  one 
decree  to  settle  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties, —  f'ulhun 
V.  Erwhi,  siqmi ;  Story's  E(j.  PI.  §  392;  2  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  1548. 

It  is  a  cross-bill  of  this  latter  character  which  was  incor- 
porated in  the  answer  of  the  appellants  originally ;  a  bill  niot 
seeking  any  discovery  from  the  complainant  in  the  original  suit, 
or  any  relief  against  him,  but  seeking  relief  only  as  against  the 
railroad  company,  and  the  other  holders  of  its  bonds,  and  the 
establishment  and  enforcement  of  the  prior  right  of  the  appel- 
lants to  the  payment  of  the  bonds  held  by  them.  According 
to  the  rules  of  pleading  and  practice  prevailing  in  courts  of 
equity,  unchanged  by  statute,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  ap- 
pellants were  without  right  to  make  an  answer  serve  the  pur- 
poses of  a  cross-bill.  The  court  and  the  parties  could  have 
silently  disregarded  so  much  of  the  answer  as  purported  to  be  a 
cross-bill ;  the  failure  of  any  party  defendant  to  appear  and 
plead  to  it,  would  not  have  authorized  a  decree  jyro  confesm 
against  him  ;  or,  on  motion  or  exception,  it  would  have  been 
stricken  out  as  impertinent ;  and  the  appellants,  whatever  may 
have  been  their  right  to  file  a  cross-bill,  or  however  necessary 
such  a  bill  may  have  been  for  their  protection,  would  have  been 
in  court  in  no  other  condition  than  as  respondents  who  had 
only  answered. 

The  statute  provides,  that  a  defendant  may  obtain  relief 
against  the  complainant,  for  any  cause  connected  with,  or  grow- 
ing out  of  tlie  sul>ject-matter  of  the  bill,  by  alleging  in  his  an- 
swer, and  as  a  part  thereof,  the  facts  upon  which  such  relief  is 
prayed,  and  that  the  complainant  shall  answer  the  same.  The 
matter  thus  put  in  issue  '*  must  be  considered  in  the  nature  of 
a  cross-bill,  and  be  heard  at  the  same  time  as  the  original  bill." 
Code  of  1876,  §§  3801-04.  It  is  apparent  the  statute  refers  to 
but  one  of  the  several  kinds  of  cross-bill, — that  in  which  relief 
is  sought  only  against  the  complainant  in  the  original  bill ;  and 
has  no  reference  or  application  to  the  other  distinct  and  different 
kind  of  cross-bill,  in  which  no  relief  is  sought  against  him,  to 
which  he  is  a  party  rather  for  the  sake  of  conforming  the  plead- 
ings .to  the  cause  to  which  they  belong,  and  aifectmg  him  by 
any  order  which  may  be  rendered,  staying,  if  necessary,  a  hear- 
ing on  the  original  bill  until  the  cross-bill  is  ripe  for  hearing 
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•with  it ;  and  in  which  i-elief  is  sought  only  against  oo-defend- 
ants.  After  demurrer  upon  this  ijround,  to  so  much  of  the  an- 
swer as  purported  to  l>e  a  crops -hill,  the  a])pellants  amended,  hy 
striking  out  the  answer,  and  tiling  it  as  a  separate  ]>leading. 
But.  l>efore  the  amendment,  the  co-defeiulants,  Morton,  Bliss 
and  others,  had  filed  a  cross-bill  bringing  the  whole  matter  of 
litigation  before  the  court.  an«l  under  which  the  appellants 
coiild  obtain  full  relief.  In  this  condition  of  the  cause,  the 
■cross-bill  of  apjx^Ilants  was  properly  dismissed.  A  cross-bill  is 
not  entertained,  when  in  the  original  suit  the  party  filing  it  can 
obtain  the  full  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled.  It  is  unnecessary, 
adds  to  the  coBts,  and  tends  to  confusion ;  and  without  the  re- 
striction, cross-bills  M'ould  l>e  multiplied  at  the  mere  election  of 
defendants.—  IIW//  i\  SiriaU^  3  Sand.  Cli.  278 ;  Brainan  v. 
Wilkermn,  8  Barb.  (S.  C.)  151  ;  Bool^  r.  Brnjle,  3  Allen.  158. 
4.  The  more  important  question  the  case  involves  is.  whether 
the  appellants,are  entitled  to  subrogation  to  the  statutory  lien 
of  the  State,  as  indoi*ser  of  the  lK)nds  of  the  railroad  coni])any. 
In  the  consideration  of  this  guestion,  we  do  not  find  it  neces- 
sary to.  pass  upon  the  mmierous  exceptions  to  evidence  which 
were  sustained  by  the  City  Court.  The  material  facts  upon 
which  the  right  depends,  if  it  exists,  are  shown  satisfactorily  by 
the  pleadings,  and  l)y  evidence  to  which  no  exception  Mas  taken. 
These  facts  are.  that  the  company  had  contracte<l  with  DuPuy 
for  the  construction  of  its  road,  and,  while  he  was  engaged  in  the 
construction  of  the  first  twenty  miles,  issued  to  him  its  bonds, 
three  hundred  and  twenty  in  number,  each  for  the  payment  of 
one  thousand  dollars,  payable  to  the  holder  thereof,  at  the  agency 
of  the  corporation  in  the  city  of  Xew  York.  Ijearing  interest  at 
the  rate  of  eight  per-eent..  payable  semi-annually  ;  the  bond  re- 
citing on  its  face,  that  it  was  one  of  a  series  limited  to  sixteen 
thousand  dollars  per  mile  of  equipj)ed  and  completed  railroad 
in  the  State  of  Alabama;  and  further,  that  it  was  "secured  by  a 
mortgage,  .bearing  even  date  herewith,  of  the  railroad,  with  its 
e(iuipments,  and  appurtenances,  and  franchises  of  said  corpora- 
tion which  relate  tnereto,  issued  under  the  provisions  of  an  act 
of  the  (xeneral  Assembly  of  Alaliama,  entitled  *  An  act  to  fur- 
nish the  aid  and  credit  of  the  State  of  Alabama,  for  the  pur- 
jxjse  of  expediting  the  construction  of  railroads,'  approved  Feb- 
ruary 21st,  187<>;  all  secured  by  a  first  lien,  provided  for  in  said 
act,  on  the  railroad  of  said  company  and  its  equipments,  and  all 
other  property  relating  thereto,  including  the  franchises  of  the 
company,  with  power  of  sale  in  case  of  default,  and  by  indorse- 
ment by  the  State  of  Alabama,  made  under  authority  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  act  of  the  (General  Assembly  aforesaid."  Hav- 
ing completed  and  e<|uipped  the  first  twenty  miles  of  road,  the 
bonds  were  returned   to  the  company,  that  the  indorsement 
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thereof  by  the  State  should  be  obtained ;  and  the  preliminary 
proofs  required  by  the  statute  having  been  made,  the  Governor, 
in  the  name  of  the  State,  indorsed  them.  The  bonds  were 
then  re-delivered  to  DuPuy,  who  applied  them  to  pay  the  debt 
the  company  had  incurred  with  him  for  the  construction  and 
equipment  of  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the  road  ;  and  he  passed 
them  to  David  Crawford,  to  whom  he  had  become  indebted  for 
money  borrowed,  and  to  Morton,  Bliss  6z  Co.,  to  whom  he  had 
become  indebted  for  railroad  iron,  while  engaged  in  such  con- 
struction, they  having  notice  of  the  application  DuPuy  had 
made  and  was  making  of  the  bonds.  Fifty-eight  of  these  bond& 
Crawford  subsequently  transferred  to  the  appellants,  under  cir- 
cumstances, and  upon  a  consideration  which  will  be  hereafter 
noticed. 

The  real  relation  of  the  State  was  that  of  an  accommodation 
indorser  of  the  bonds  of  the  company.  For  the  indorsement 
there  was  no  consideration  of  value  moving  to  th^  State,  and  its 
only  purpose  was  giving  credit  and  currency  to  the  circulation 
of  the  bonds.  In  the  words  of  th^  title  of  the  statute  which  au- 
thorized the  indorsement,  the  purpose  was,  "  to  furnish  the  aid 
and  credit  of  the  State  to  expedite  the  construction  of  railroads." 
Until  twenty  continuous  miles  of  road  had  been  completed  and 
equipped,  the  indorsement  of  bonds  by  the  State  was  unau- 
thorized ;  and  the  completion  and  equipment  nmst  have  been 
from  resources  of  the  company,  distinct  and  independent  of  such 
as  were  or  could  be  derived  from  a  negotiation  of  the  bonds  in- 
dorsed by  the  State.  The  plain  purpose  of  the  statute  was,  that 
the  indorsed  bonds  should  be  applied  to  no  other  uses  or  pur- 
poses, than  to  the  further  construction  and  equipment  of  the 
road.  The  indorsement  was  of  no  force — as  a  contract,  it  had 
no  legal  inception — until  the  bonds  were  by  the  company  nego- 
tiated. The  bonds  lef erring  to  the  statute  under  winch  they 
were  indorsed,  every  person  dealing  in  them  was  put  on  inquiry, 
and  at  his  own  peril  was  bound  to  take  notice  of  ^ts  rec^uire- 
ments,  of  the  relation  of  the  State  as  indorser,  and  of  the  uses 
or  purposes  for  which  the  company  could  legally  and  properly 
transfer  them. — Jones  on  R.  R.  Securities,  sections  226,  297, 27 ; 
iT.  O.,  M.  cfe  a  R.  E.  Co.  V.  Dunn,  51  Ala.  128;  McLure  v. 
Tommhip  of  Oxford,  94  U.  S.  429. 

5.  The  application  of  the  bonds  by  DuPuy  to  pay  the  debt  the 
company  had  contracted  with  him  for  the  completion  and  equip- 
ment of  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the  road,  was  in  direct  contra- 
vention of  the  statute — was  a  diversion  of  the  bonds  from  the 
uses  and  purposes  to  which  they  were  by  the  statute  appro- 
priated, and  to  which  tl>e  company,  by  the  very  act  of  procuring 
and  accepting  the  indorsement,  agreed  they  should  be  solely 
and  exclusively  appropriated.     Whether  the  company  assented 
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to  the  application,  or  whether  they  re-delivered  the  lx)nd8  to 
DuPiiy,  upon  his  promise  to  continue  the  construction  and 
equipment  of  the  road,  and  to  use  the  bonds  to  raise  money  for 
that  purpose,  is  not  material.  With  full  knowledge  of  the  only 
uses  and  purix)ses  to  which  they  could  be  appropriated,  he  ap- 
plied them  to  the  payment  of  the  existing  debt  of  the  company, 
m  contravention  of  the  statute,  and  in  violation  of  the  agree- 
ment of  the  company  under  which  the  credit  of  the  State  was 
loaned ;  and  thereafter  he  abandoned  his  contract  to  construct 
further  the  road.  Whoever  takes  accommodation  paper,  witli 
knowledge  that  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  ac- 
commodation was  given  are  l^eing  violated  ;  whoever  partici- 
pates in  the  diversion  of  the  paper  to  other  objects  or  uses  than 
8uch  as  were  intended  when  the  paper  was  made,  unless  fraud 
is  imputed,  must  be  understood  to  relieve  the  party  giving  the 
accommodation  from  all  liability,  whatever  liability  the  party 
with  whom  he  deals  may  incur. — 2  Parsons  Notes  and  Bills,  27 ; 
1  Dan.  Xeg.  Inst.  594. 

It  was  the  interest  of  tlie  State  that  the  further  construction 
of  the  roa^  should  be  continued — to  expedite  the  construction 
the  bonds  were  indorsed.  There  was  no  general  lending  of  its 
credit  by  the  State,  but  a  loan  upon  terms  and  conditions ;  and 
a  diversion  of  the  bonds  from  the  uses  to  which  it  was  designed 
they  should  be  applied,  and  their  application  to  uses  prohibited 
by  the  statute,  would  be  a  fraud,  if  the  parties  intended  to  as- 
sert its  liability.  As  between  DuPuy  and  the  State,  the  in- 
dorsement had  no  binding  force ;  as  a  contract,  it  had  not  legal 
inception.  Crawford,  and  Morton,  Bliss  <fe  Co..  acquiring  tlie 
lx)nds  from  Dul^uv,  with  knowledge  that  he  had  applied  them 
in  payment  of  a  pre-e^dsting  debt  of  the  company,  in  violation 
of  the  statute,  and  in  violation  of  the  terms  and  conditions  upon 
which  the  indorsement  of  the  State  was  made,  chose  to  receive 
them  with  all  the  infirmities  to  which  they  were  subject  in  Du- 
Puy's  hands — they  were  substituted  to  his  place,  acquiring  only 
his  rights. 

6.  The  l>onds  were  negotiable  instruments;  the  purpose  of 
making  or  issuing,  as  well  as  of  indoi*sing  them,  was,  that  they 
should  be  employed  in  raising  money  bv  sale,  or  otherwise,  in 
the  usual  course  of  business;  that  they  should  l>e  employed  for 
all  the  purposes  for  which  bank-notes  could  \ye  employed.  The 
principles  of  the  law-merchant,  founded  upon  considerations  of 

fniblic  policy  and  the  necessities  of  commerce,  "  so  well  and  so 
ong  established,  that  it  is  laid  up  among  the  fundamentals  of 
the  law,  and  neither  reasons  nor  authorities  are  now  necessary 
to  be  brouo;ht  forward  in  its  supj)ort,"  affirms  the  right  and  the 
title  of  a  fxma  Jf^fe  holder,  for  value,  of  negotiable  paper,  ac- 
quired before  maturity,  whatever  may  be  the  defenses  or  equi- 
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ties  existing  as  against  antecedent  \)a.rties.—Sicift  v.  Tt/son, 
16  Peters,  1 ;  Goodman  v.  Simond-s,  20  How.  343 ;  Hurray  v. 
Lardner,  2  Wall.  110,  The  State,  though  there  had  been  an 
appropriation  of  the  bonds  to  uses  which  were  excluded  by  the 
terms  and  conditions  upon  which  its  indorsement  was  lent  to  the 
railroad  company,  and  as  to  the  State  the  bonds  can  be  said 
properly  to  have  been  put  in  circulation  fraudulently,  would  be- 
come liable  to  •dbonajidehoider,  taking  them  without  knowledge 
of  the  misappropriation,  or  of  the  fraud. — Jones  on  Railroad 
Securities,  section  284;  State,  ex  rel.  Plock  v   Cobb,  64  Ala.  127. 

7.  Whether  the  appellants  stand  in  this  relation — whether 
they  acquired  the  bonds  for  value,  without  knowledge  of  the 
infirmity  of  the  indorsement  of  the  State,  and  of  the  title  of 
Crawford,  is  a  material  point  of  contention.  The  (juestion  must 
be  considered  and  determined,  as  it  would  be  if  the  State  were 
a  party,  and  the  immediate  object  of  the  suit  was  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  indorsement.  The  fact  being  shown  that  there  had 
been  an  appropriation  of  the  bonds  to  uses  which  were  excluded 
by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  indorsement;  and  as  to  the 
State,  if  the  purpose  was  not  to  relieve  and  release  it  from  lia- 
bility, the  bonds  were  put  in  circulation  fraudulently;  upon  the 
holder,  pursuing  the  State,  the  law  casts  the  burden  of  proving 
that  he  acquired  them  for  value,  in  good  faith,  and  in  the  usual 
course  of  business. —  Wallaee  v.  Br.  Bank  Mobile,  1  Ala.  565 ; 
Thoinp.son  V.  Annstfong,!  A\?i  256;  Rom  v.  Z)n'nkard, 'So  Ala, 
434.  The  right  of  the  antecedent  holder  to  assert  the  liability 
of  the  State  is  destroyed,  or,  rather,  is  shown  never  to  have  ex- 
isted ;  and  the  right  of  subse(iuent  holders,  i-esting  only  on  a 
title  derived  from  him,  which  has  not  some  other  foundation,, 
can  not  rise  superior  to  it.  A  higher  aifd  better  right,  resting 
upon  its  own  foundation,  is  shown,  when  it  appears  that  in  good 
faith,  upon  a  consideration  of  value,  in  the  ordinary  or  usual 
course  of  business,  the  bonds  were  acquired. 

8.  If  the  appellants  are  holders  for  value,  there  can  be  na 
question  the  bonds  were  taken  according  to  the  customs  and 
usages  of  ujcrcantile  transactions.  The  sale  or  exchange  of  such 
securities  for  shares  of  stock  in  railroad  corporations,  or  for  the 
shares  of  the  stock  of  companies  organized  either  as  joint-stock 
companies,  or  as  corpoi'ations,  for  the  construction  of  railroads 
by  contract,  is,  doubtless,  an  ordinary  commercial  transaction. 
The  controversy  seems  to  be  directed  specially  to  the  .suffieieiwi/ 
of  the  coiiHideratlon  with  which  the  appellants  pai'ted,and  whether 
there  were  no  cii'cumstances  attending  the  transaction  which 
ought  to  have  excited  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  Crawford's 
title,  and  the  manner' in  which  he  had  obtained  the  bonds.  The 
facts  are,  that  on  17tli  October,  1870,  ap))ellants  sold  to  Crawford 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Des  Moines  Valley  Construction  Com- 

VOL.    LXXII. 


1882]  OF  ALABAMA.  583 

[Gilinan,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  and  Selnia  R.  R.  Co.] 

pany,  of  the  noiniiiiil  value  of  tliree  huntlred  thousand  dollars; 
Crawford  agreeing  to  deliver,  within  about  si.xty  days,  the  bonds 
of  the  Sehna  and  rs^ew  Orleans  Railroad  Company,  tfce.,  guaran- 
teed by  the  State  of  Alabama,  bearing  eight  per-cent.  interest, 
for  fifty-eight  thousand  dollars,  the  interest  to  l>egin  on  the  first 
day  of  January,  1871.  The  stock  was  greatly  depreciated,  not 
having  probably  a  marketable  value  exceeding  ten  cents  to  the 
dollar  of  its  nominal  value.  Of  the  company,  Crawford  was 
treasurer,  and  a  large  stockholder.  The  bonds  were  not  in- 
dorsed by  the  State  until  14th  July,  1871,  and  were  not  de- 
livered to  the  appellants  until  the  22d  of  that  month.  It  is  ap- 
parent the  bonds  were  estimated  by  the  parties  as  of  their  face 
value;  for  delay  having  occurred  in  their  delivery,  the  interest 
during  the  period  of  delay  they  would  have  borne,  Crawford 

Said  to  the  appellants  in  money.  Xot  long  afterwards,  the  Des 
[oines  stock  became  valueless  in  conse<]uence  of  the  failure  of 
the  company.  There  is  not  in  the  transaction  any  fact  indi- 
cating that  the  parties  regarded  the  lx)nds  of  doubtful,  or  of  un- 
certain value,  however  they  may  have  regarded  the  stock  with 
which  they  were  purchased. 

It  is  only  a  purchaser  or  holder/*?/'  value,  not  a  mere  volunteer, 
the  law  protects  against  equities  and  defenses  to  which  negotia- 
ble paper  would  be  subject  in  the  hands  of  antecedent  holders. 
The  books  employ  various  expressions;  sometimes  it  is  aaidfull 
value  must  have  been  parted  with ;  sometimes /««*/•  and  reasaii- 
ahle  valite  ;  but  most  often,  perhaps,  the  single  word  value  is 
employed.  The  principle  is  analogous,  in  many  respects,  to 
that  which  prevails  in  courts  of  equity  for  the  protection  of 
hona  fide  purchasers  against  equities  affecting  the  legal  estate, 
of  which  they  have  not  notice. — 2  Lead.  Eq.  Cases,  103.  Gen- 
erally, it  is  agreed,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  hoi\a 
fide  purchaser  of  the  legal  estate,  or  a  l}on a  fide  XxoX^^r  oi  nego- 
tiable paj)er,  that  he  should  have  parted  with  money,  or  money's 
worth.  If  he  parts  with,  or  cedes  an  existing  right,  or  if  he 
forbears,  or  suspends  legal  remedies,  there  is,  in  the  legal  sense 
of  the  term,  a  v^aluable  consideration.— 1  Amer.  Lead.  Cases, 
226;  2  Lead.  Eq.  Ca.ses,  103.  In  considering  this  question,  it 
is  said  in  (h^jdnuin  v.  SiinondH,  20  How.  371:  "The  better 
opinion  seems  to  be,  in  respect  to  parol  contracts,  as  a  general 
rule,  that  there  is  but  one  measure  of  the  sufficiency  of  a  con- 
sideration ;  and,  consequently,  whatever  would  have  "^iven  va- 
lidity to  the  bill  as- between  the  original  parties,  is  sufficient  to 
uphold  a  transfer,"  tfcc.  There  would  be  much  of  difficulty  and 
uncertainty  in  the  api)lication  of  any  otiier  principle.  It  can 
not  be  supposed,  that  only  the  party  giving  in  money  the  full 
face-value  of  negotiable  paper,  or  its  eijuivalent  in  property,  is 
a  hona  fide  holder  for  value.     Whenever,  from  any  cause — de- 


584  SUPREME  COURT  [Dec.  Term. 

[Gilman,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  New  Orleans  and  Selma  R.  R.  Co.] 

pression  of  the  money  market,  or  depression  in  the  affairs  of 
the  State,  or  of  corporations — there  was  depreciation  in  the 
value  of  such  securities  as  were  the  subject  of  this  transaction, 
such  a  rule  would  stop  their  circulation,  and  divest  them  of  the 
legal  incidents  of  negotiability.  If  it  be  said,  there  must  be  a 
fair  and  reasonable  consideration,  the  inquiry  at  once  arises, 
what  is  to  be  deemed  such  a  consideration  ;  an  inquiry  it  would 
be  as  difficult  to  determine,  as  it  would  be  to  determine  the  in- 
adequacy of  consideration  which  would  justify  the  rescission  of 
a  contract.  The  safer  doctrine,  it  seems  to  us,  is,  that  when 
the  holder,  as  in  the  present  case,  parts  with  value,  no  ques- 
tion of  usury  being  involved,  the  amount  of  the  consideration 
is  material  in  no  other  respect  than  as  it  may  bear  upon  the  in- 
quiry, whether  he  had  notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  the 
infirmity  of  the  paper,  or  of  the  title  to  it. — Gould  v.  Segee, 
5  Duer,  260 ;  Phelan  v.  Moss,  67  Penn.  St.  59. 

There  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  Crawford  purchased 
the  stock  with  a  view  to  its  immediate  conversion  into  money 
at  its  market  value.  The  relation  he  sustained  to  the  company 
would  rather  indicate  that  he  regarded  it  as- of  greater  value. 
Bat  it  is  not  necessary  to  speculate  upon  the  reasons  which  may 
have  induced  him  into  the  transaction ;  there  can  be  no  doubt, 
if  he  had  given  for  the  stock  his  own  negotiable  paper  of  the 
precise  amount  of  the  bonds,  that  it  would  have  been  supported 
by  a  sufficient  consideration.  The  appellants  parted  with  the 
stock,  and  he  acquired  it,  in  the  usual  course  of  business ;  and 
the  relation  of  the  appellants  is  that  of  holders  of  'the  bonds 
for  value. 

9.  The  appellants,  having  ac(juired  the  bonds  for  value,  in 
the  usual  course  of  business,  can  not  be  affected  by  the  fraud 
and  illegality  of  DuPuy's  appropriation,  and  Crawford's  acqui- 
sition 01  them,  unless  notice  of  it  can  be  traced  to  them.  The 
presumption  is  of  a  want  of  notice;  for,  "though  possible,  it  is 
not  likely,  that  notice  of  the  original  fraud  or  illegality  would 
be  communicated  to  subsequent  holders."  It  is  not  incumbent 
upon  them  to  prove  the  absence  of  notice ;  but  it  is  incumbent 
on  the  party  assailing  the  presumption,  and  questioning  their 
title,  to  prove  it.  — Byles  on  Bills  (6th  Amer.  Ed.),  194 ;  Car- 
penter V.  Longan,  16  Wall.  271.  There  is  no  evidence  of  direct 
notice.  The  evidence  of  Tucker,  as  to  the  interviews  he  had 
with  one  or  more  of  the  appellants,  at  the  instance  of  Crawford, 
is  too  vague  and  indefinite  to  justify  the  inference  that  he  com- 
municated the  fact  that  Crawford  had,  or  would  acquire  the 
bonds  from  DuPuy,  in  violation  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
upon  which  the  indorsement  of  the  State  was  loaned,  thereby 
relieving  the  State  from  liability.  It  was  for  bonds  guaranteed 
by  the  State,-  the  aj^pellants  contracted,  and  Cra^vford  promised 
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to  deliver.  The  guaranty  or  indorsement  of  the  State  Ijeeame 
worthless  to  them,  if,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  they  were 
informed  of  DuPuy's  misappropriation  ;  and  it  was  idle  for  them 
to  contract  for  bonds  of  tliat  description.  And  it  is  scarcely 
possible  that  Crawford,  who  brought  about  the  interview  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  the  appellants  into  the  transaction, 
would  have  invited  a  disclosure  of  the  infirmity  of  his  title  as 
against  the  State.  All  that  can  be  said  of  Tucker's  evidence 
is,  that  at  Crawford's  instance  he  communicated  to  one  or  more 
of  the  appellants  the  number  of  miles  of  road  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  constructed,  and  that  the  bonds  Mere  the  first-mort- 
gage bonds  of  the  company.  If  any  other  particular  facts  were 
communicated,  he  does  not  disclose  them. 

In  reference  to  the  facts  which  it  fs  supposed  ought  to  have 
put  the  appellants  upon  inquiry  as  to  the  manner  of  Crawford's 
acquisition  of  the  bonds,  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the  largest 
significance  claimed  for  them  is,  that  they  might  have  aroused 
suspicion  as  to  his  title.  It  is  nol,  under  the  prevailing  princi- 
ples of  the  commercial  law,  enough  to  defeat  the  title  of  the 
holder  of  negotiable  paper,  to  show  that  he  acquired  it  under 
circumstances  which  would,  in  the  mind  of  a  prudent  man, 
have  excited  suspicion  as  to  the  title  of  the  party  from  whom 
he  derived  it. — Ooftdman  v.  Simonds,  sum^a  ;  Mw^ay  v.  Lard- 
ner^  supra;  Phelan  v.  Moss,  supra.  It  is  apparent  from  the 
contract,  that  it  was  expected  Crawford  would  thereafter  ac- 
quire the  bonds;  hence,  a  future  day  is  appointed  for  the 
delivery;  -and  the  fact  is  apparent  that  he  did  not  obtain 
them,  bearing  the  indorsement  of  the  State,  until  a  short  time 
before  their  delivery.  These  facts  may  have  excited  the  be- 
lief, that  when  he  made  the  contract  with  the  appellants, 
he  had  some  arrangement  bv  which  he  would  obtain  the  bonds. 
But,  would  they  probably  divert  and  direct  inquiry  to  the  na- 
ture of  that  arrangement  i  Would  they  excite  the  suspicion 
of  the  most  prudent,  dealing  in  negotiable  securities,  that  he 
intended  ac<iuiring  them,  or  had  acquired  them,  fraudulently, 
or  illegally  ?  We  can  not  think  the  facts  are  sufficient  to  cast  a 
shade  on  the  transaction,  so  far  as  the  appellants  are  concerned. 
It  is  only  bad  faith  which  will  defeat  their  right  to  enforce  the 
bonds  against  all  parties  to  them. 

10,  The  remaining  question  has  lx?en  heretofore  considered 
and  decided  by  this  court.  The  statute  gave  the  State,  for  its 
protection  and  indemnity,  a  lien  upon  the  property  of  the  rail- 
road company,  having  precedence  and  priority  over  all  other 
liens,  by  way  of  mortgage  or  otherwise.  The  holders  of  the 
bonds  of  the  company,  indorsed  by  the  State,  to  whom  the 
State  is  liable  upon  its  indorsement,  upon  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  the  bonds,  are  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  lifin  of 
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the  State.  The  subrogation  is  just  and  equitable,  and  is  essen- 
tial to  render  effectual  the  purposes  of  the  statute  in  the  crea- 
tion of  the  lien — the  protection  and  indemnity  of  the  State. 
Coli  V.  Barnes^  (14  Ala.  108;  Forrest  r.  Luddhigton^  68  Ala.  1. 
The  equity  is  worked  out  through  and  from  the  liability  of  the 
State;  and  if  the  liability  does  not  exist,  the  equity  does  not 
arise. — Bankhead  v.  Owen.,  60  Ala.  457 ;  Houston  r.  Br.  Bank 
Hwfitsville^  25  Ala.  250 ;  Grigsby  v.  Hair,  lb.  327.  And  of 
consequence,  it  can  not  be  claimed  by  a  party  who,  in  his  trans- 
actions with  the  railroad  company,  has  relieved  the  State  from 
liability,  though  he  may  be  entitled  to  enforce  the  subordinate 
mortgage  the  company  may  have  executed. 

There  would  be  the  difficulties  attending  the  subrogation, 
suggested  in  the  argumeMs  of  counsel,  and  pointed  out  by  Mr. 
Justice  Bradley,  in  Branch  v.  Macon  d;  Brunswick  R.  R.  Co., 
2  Woods,  C.  C.  385,  if  the  State  was  pursuing  the  remedies 
given  to  it  specially,  and  had  possession  of  the  property  of  the 
company.  If  a  court  were  then  to  intervene — to  intercept  the 
remedies  of  the  State,  and  to  interrupt  its  possession — as  it  could 
•intervene  only  at  the  instance  of  a  party  to  whom  the  State  was 
liable,  or  a  party  having  a  superior  etpiity,  there  would  be  em- 
barrassments arising  from  the  incapacity  of  the  State  to  be 
sued,  and  from  other  considerations,  which  this  case  does  not 
involve.  The  constitution  forbids  the  making  of  the  State  a 
party  to  suits  in  law  or  equity.  It  would  be  a  harsh  construc- 
tion of  the  constitution,  leading  to  the  most  inequitable  conse- 
quences, that  circumscribed  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  to 
determine  controversies  between  individuals  claiming  rights,  or 
asserting  defenses,  which  must  be  traced  to,  or  derived  from 
the  State.  The  incapacity  of  the  State  to  be  sued,  as  a  general 
rule,  is  a  sufficient  reason  for  dispensing  with  its  presence  as  a 
party;* — Davis  v.  Gray,  16  Wall.  220 ;  Arlington  case,  3  Hughes 
(C.  C.)  1 ;  Hagan  v.  Walker,  14  How.  29. 

The  result  is,  that  the  City  Court  erred,  in  not  decreeing  the 
appellants  were  entitled  to  subrogation  to  the  lien  of  the  State, 
and,  of  consequence,  to  precedence  and  priority  over  the  other 
holders  of  the  bonds  of  the  railroad  company,  who  are  entitled 
only  to  the  security  of  the  mortgage.  The  decree  in  this  re- 
spect will  be  here  reversed,  reformed  and  corrected ;  otherwise 
affirmed,  and  remanded  to  the  City  Court  for  execution. 

Note  by  Reivjktek. — On  application  for  rehearing,  by  the 
counsel  lor  Morton,  Bliss  et  al.,  the  judgment  rendered  in  this 
case,  as  indicated  above,  was  set  aside,  and  judgment  rendered 
as  follows :  "  It  is  considered  that  the  decree  of  said  City  Court 
be  reversed  and  annulled,  and  the  cause  be  remanded  to  said 
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City  Court  for  further  proceedings;  and  tliat  the  appellees  pay 
the  costs  of  this  appeal,  both  in  this  court,  and  in  said  City 
Court " 


Martin  r.  Hall. 

Motion  for  Summary  Jndytnent  against   Contitahle  and 
Sureties  on  his  ()ffirinl  Bond. 

1 .  Constable's  bond ;  Mconda ry  proof  of. — There  is  no  statute  requirinjf 
or  authorizing  tlie  reconlinjr  of  a  constable*.s  bond,  although  it  is  re<juired 
to  be  "approved  by  the  judge  of  pnibate,  and  kept  in  Ijis  ofHee"  (Co<Je, 
§  764) ;  and  without  such  statutory  autiiority,  the  mere  ret^ording  of  it 
does  not  make  the  record  fomi)etent  evidence  as  a  copy  :  to  make  such 
record  admissible  evidence,  it  mu.st  be  proved  to  lie  a  correct  cony,  after 
a  proper  predicate  has  been  laid  for  the  introduction  of  secondary  e\\- 
dence. 

Ai'i'KAL  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  JackwJn. 

Tried  before  the  Hon.  II.  C.  Spkakk. 

This  was  a  motion  by  William  B.  Martin,  for  a  summary 
judgment  against  Thomas  C.  Hall  and  the  sureties  on  his  offi- 
cial bond  as  constable.  *' on  account  of  the  failure  of  said  Hall 
to  make  the  money  on  an  execution  in  his  hands  a.s  constable, 
in  favor  of  said  W.  B.  Martin,  and  against  .lacob  Iloust"  (or 
Ilouts],  "issued  on  the  2d  May,  1874,  by  J.  J.  St.  Clair,  justice 
of  the  j)eace,  for  $24  debt,  besides  )^4  costs  of  suit;  and  which, 
by  the  use  of  due  diligence,  said  Hall  could  have  collected.'" 
The  case  was  connnenced  in  a  justice's  court,  and  was  removed 
by  (X'ltiorari  into  the  Circuit  Court,  where  the  j)laintiff  tiled  a 
complaint,  claiming  !S28,  with  interest  from  May  2d,  1874,  for 
the  failure  of  said  Hall,  as  constable,  "to  execute  an  order  of 
sale  issued  on  a  judgment  obtained  before  .1.  J.  St.  Clair,  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace."  The  defendants  pleaded,  "  in  short  by  con- 
sent, the  general  issue,  with  leave  txj  give  in  evidence  any  mat- 
ter which,  if  pleaded  in  full,  would  Ik*  a  bar  to  this  suit;  and, 
2d,  not  guilty;"  and  issue  seems  to  have  l)een  joined  on  both 
of  these  pleas.  On  the  trial,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows, 
the  defendants  declining  to  admit  the  execution  of  an  official 
bond  by  them  as  alleged,  the  plaintitT  introduced  John  B.  Tally 
as  a  witness,  "  who  was  the  probate  judge  of  the  county,  and 
the  legal  custodian  of  the  records,  books  and  papers  lielonging 
to  the  probate  office,  including  the  official  bonds  of  constables, 
and  who  testified  that,  on  that  day,  and  on  the  p/eceding  day, 
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at  the  request  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  he  had  made  diligent  search 
in  his  office  for  the  official  bond  of  said  Hall  as  bailiff,  and  had 
been  unable  to  find  any  bond  given  prior  to  1876 ;  that  he  found 
one  given  in  1876,  and  another  in  1878,  but  no  other  one  ;  that 
it  had  been  a  custom  of  long  standing  in  the  probate  office  of 
said  county,  to  keep  a  book  known  as  the  '  Bond  Book,'  in  which 
were  recorded  all  official  bonds  required  by  law  to  be  kept  on 
file  in  said  office,  including  the  official  bonds  of  constables ;  that 
he  then  had  m  his  custody,  and  in  his  office,  said  '  Bond  Book ' 
for  1873  and  1874,  and  in  it  he  found  the  record  or  copy  of  a 
bond  in  words  and  figures  as  follows,"  setting  it  out.  "  Plain- 
tiff then  offered  said  record  of  said  bond  in  evidence,"  l)ut  the 
court  excluded  it,  on  objection  by  the  defendants,  "  because 
there  w^as  no  law  requiring  the  official  bonds  of  constables  to 
be  recorded."  Plaintiff  excepted  to  this  ruling,  "  and  then 
offered  said  record  of  said  bond  as  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  such  a  bond  had  been  executed,  and  who  the  sureties  thereon 
were,  and  what  the  condition  of  said  lost  bond  was;  but  the 
court  refused  to  admit  it  as  evidence  for  said  purpose,  and  the 
plaintiff  duly  excepted."  These  rulings  of  the  court  are  now 
assigned  as  error. 

Robinson  &  Brown,  R.  C.  Hunt,  and  Wm.  H.  Norwood,  for 
the  appellant. 

L.  P.  Walkkr,  and  Humes  &  Gordon,  contra. 

SOMERVTLLE,  J. — The  court  very  clearly  did  not  err  in 
excluding  from  the  jury,  as  evidence,  the  book  produced  from 
the  office  of  the  probate  judge,  purporting  to  contain  a  recorded 
copy  of  the  official  bond  of  Hall  as  constable.  There  is  no 
statute  which  recpiires  or  authorizes  constables'  bonds  to  be  ?■<?- 
corded  in  the  offices  of  probate  judges.  The  statute  merely  pre- 
scribes that  the  original  bond  snail  be  "approved  by  the  judge 
of  probate,  and  keht  in  his  office." — Code  of  1876,"^  §  764.  In 
the  absence  of  such  a  statutory  requirement,  the  mere  record- 
ing of  a  bond,  or  other  instrument,  does  not  make  a  copy  of  it 
evidence.  The  copy,  to  be  admissible,  must  be  shown  to  be 
correct,  after  laying  the  usual  predicate  for  such  secondary  evi- 
dence, by  proving  the  loss  of  the  original,  and  the  failure  to 
find  it  after  diligent  search. — 1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  91 ;  1  Whart.  Ev. 
§  115.  Or  else  a  certified  copy  of  the  orighial.  which  is  made 
by  statute  presumptive  evidence  in  any  civil  cause,  was  required 
to  be  produced.— Code,  1876,  §  3047. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Sloan  V.  Frothiugham. 

Bill  m  Eiiu'ity  for  Foreclosure  of  Moi'tgage,  Account,  etc. 

1.  Annuity  to  husband  and  wife  during  their  joint  lireH,aud  to  surrirur 
for  life,  paytthle  to  husband  '^or  their  mutual  benejit ;"  wife's  interest  in. 
Where  an  aimuity  is  created  bv  deed,  charged  on  land^i,  and  secured  by 
mortgage,  in  favor  of  husbantl  and  wife  during  tJieir  joint  lives,  and  to 
tlie  survivor  for  life,  and  is  made  payable  to  the  husband  "for  their  mu- 
tual benefit;"  the  husband  does  not  take  the  entire  interest  during  the 
joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife,  but  he  and  his  wife  take  by  moieties ;  he 
receives  and  holds  her  portion  as  trustee  for  her,  is  liable  to  account  to 
her  for  it,  and  can  not  make  it  his  <iwn,  nor  make  an  assignment  or  trans- 
fer which  would  affect  her  rights ;  and  she  has  such  an  interest  as  enti- 
tles her  to  maintain  a  bill  in  etjuity  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  to  re- 
deem from  an  older  mortgage  on  the  lands. 

2.  Bill  by  huxband  niyi  wife,  and  dismisnal  thereof  by  hu^baiid. — A  bill 
filed  in  the  names  of  husband  and  wife  jointly,  to  enforce  payment  of  an 
annuity  charged  on  lands,  ami  made  payable  to  the  husband  for  the  mu- 
tual benefit  of  himself  and  his  wife  uuring  their  joint  lives,  is  the  bill  of 
the  husband  alone;  and  a  dismissal  of  the  bill  by  him,  on  compromise 
with  the  defendant,  does  not  preju<lice  the  rights  of  the  wife,  nor  bar  her 
from  maintaining  another  bill  to  enforce  payment  of  her  part  of  the  an- 
nuity. 

3.  Sale  under  power  in  inortijaye,  by  foreign  administrator. — A  foreign 
administrator,  who  has  not  given  lK»nd  and  had  his  letters  recorded  here 
as  required  by  statute  (Code,  ^^  26:37-40) ,  has  no  authority  to  execute  a 
power  of  sale  contained  in  a  mortgage  given  to  hi.s  intestate,  as  a  domes- 
tic administrator  may  (lb.  ^  2198) ;  and  a  sale  by  him,  under  the  power, 
neither  cuts  off  the  power  of  redemption,  nor  affects  the  right  of  a  junior 
mortgagee  to  be  let  in  to  redeem. 

4.  Same;  ratification  by  heirs  and  domestic  administrator. — Though 
such  sale  is  unauthorized  and  irregular,  yet,  if  it  is  ratified  by  tlie  heirs, 
next  of  kin  and  domestic  administrator,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  are 
properly  applied  by  the  foreign  administrator  in  the  ilue  course  of  admin- 
istration, the  purchaser  will  be  regarded  as  an  e<iuitable  assignee  of  the 
mortgage  and  secure<l  debt,  and  will  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  tlie 
heirs  and  the  domestic  administrator. 

5.  Sale  under  power  in  mortgage;  effect  as  foreclosure,  and  ratification 
of  irregular. — A  sale  under  a  power  contained  in  a  mortgage,  when  valid 
and  regular,  is  the  e<iuivalont  of  a  decree  of  foreclosure  in  e«iuity ;  antl 
the  same  efiect  must  l>e  attributed  to  an  irregular  sale,  when  ratifietl 
by  the  parties  in  adverse  interest.  But  a  decree  of  foreclosure  only  binds 
the  parties  to  the  suit,  and  does  not  afiVH^t  the  rights  of  other  i)er8on8 ; 
and  the  ratification  of  an  irregular  or  unauthorized  sale,  by  some  of  the 
parties  in  adverse  interest,  can  not  l)e  allowe<l  to  prejudice  the  rights  of 
the  others. 

6.  Ratification  of  unauthorized  sale. — It  is  a  plain  principle  of  right 
and  justice,  that  where  there  is  an  unauthorized  sale  of  proi>erty,  real  or 
personal,  the  owner  can  not  take  and  hi>id  the  purchase-money,  and  yet 
reclaim  the  property  ;  if,  with  knowletlge  of  the  facts,  he  elects  to  take 
the  benefit*  of  tne  sale,  he  can  not  afterwards  repudiate  it,  to  the  injury 
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of  the  purchaser;  and  tliis  principle  applies  equally  to  void  and  voidable 
sales. 

7.  Mortgagee'' X  liahiliti/  for  rentK  and  profitx. — A  mortgagee,  entering 
into  ])08ses8ion  before  a  foreclosure,  under  a  sale  which  is  either  void  or 
voidable,  is  accountable  for  the  rents  and  profits  actually  received,  and 
such  as  he  might  have  received  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence. 

8.  Reiuoral  of  liKsband  o.s  n-ife'x  Irxxtee. — Where  the  husband  has  pre- 
cluded himself  from  asserting  his  rights  as  trustee  for  his  wife,  and  has 
abandoned  her,  taking  up  his  permanent  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  a 
court  of  eijuity  will  remove  him,  at  the  instance  of  the  wife,  seeking  to 
enforce  her  rights,  and  ajipoint  another  trustee  for  her. 

Appeal  from  the  Chaiicery  Court  of  Montgomery. 

Heard  before  the  Hon.  JonN  A.  Foster. 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the  9th  August, 
1879,  bv  Maria  L.  Sloan,  the  wife  of  Edward  A.  Sloan, 
against  her  said  husband,  James  H.  Frothingham,  and  several 
other  persons ;  and  sought  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  certain  real  es- 
tate in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  known  as  the  "  Belshaw  cor- 
ner," which  had  been  made  under  a  power  contained  in  a 
mortgage  executed  by  Robert  R,  Belshaw  and  James  W.  Pow- 
ell to  Charles  B.  Tatham,  of  New  York ;  to  have  the  property 
sold,  in  foreclosure  and  satisfaction  of  a  junior  mortgage,  given 
by  said  Belshaw  to  the  complainant  and  her  said  husband ;  also, 
an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  while  in  the 
possession  of  the  said  Frothingham,  the  removalof  said  Edward 
A.  Sloan  as  trustee  for  the  complainant,  and  general  relief. 

The  mortgage  which  the  bill  sought  to  have  foreclosed,  and 
a  copy  of  which  was  made  an  exhibit,  was  dated  March  7th, 
1873,  and  recited  as  its  consideration  the  compromise  and  set- 
tlement of  a  controversy  which  had  existed  between  the  com- 
plainant and  said  Robert  R.  Belshaw,  respecting  their  interests 
in  the  said  property ;  by  the  terms  of  which  settlement,  as  re- 
duced to  writing  and  signed  by  both  parties,  the  complainant 
and  her  husband  conveyed  to  said  Belshaw  her  interest  in  the 
property,  and  Belshaw  agreed  to  charge  it  with  the  payment  of 
an  annuity  in  their  favor.  The  stipulations  as  to  the  annuity 
were  thus  expressed  in  the  instrument :  "  The  parties  of  the 
second  part  [Belshaw  and  wife]  covenant  and  agree  to  charge 
the  aforesaid  real  property,  for  the  payment  well  and  truly  to 
be  made  to  the  parties  of  the  first  part  [Sloan  and  wife],  with 
the  sum  of  nine  hundred  dollars  annually,  from  the  first  day  of 
October.  1872;  such  annual  payments  being  payable  in  equal 
semi-annual  payments, — the  first  being  payable  October  Ist, 
1872,  and  the  second  on  the  Ist  April,  1873,  and  on  each  suc- 
ceeding first  day  of  October  and  April,  and  so  payable,  in  equal 
serai-annual  payments,  during  their  joint  lives ;  and  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  the  said  Edward  A.  Sloan,  before  the 
death  of  said  Maria  L.  Sloan,  his  wife,  then  and  in  that  event 
Vol.  T.xxu. 
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for  the  payment  to  tlie  said  Maria  L.  of  the  sum  of  nine  hun- 
dred dollars,  payable  semi-annuallly  as  aforesaid,  during  her 
life;  but,  should  the  said  Edxrard  A.  survive  his  said  wife,  then 
for  the  payment  to  him,  the  said  Edward  A.,  of  five  hundred 
dollars  annually  during  his  life,  in  semi-annual  payments  as 
aforesaid ;  which  j)ayments,  so  herein  provided  to  Ix;  made  to 
the  said  Edward  A.  and  Maria  L.  Sh^an.  shall,  durinij  their 
joint  lives,  be  made  to  the  said  Edward,  or  his  duly  authorized 
agent  thereunto  apjwinted,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  said  par- 
ties of  the  first  part,  as  herein  provided  and  contemplated ;  and 
in  the  event  that  the  said  f]dward  A.  survive  the  said  Maria  1.., 
then  the  sum  herein  provided  to  be  paid  to  him  shall  be  paid 
to  him,  the  said  Edward  A. ;  and  in  the  event  that  the  said  Ma- 
ria L.  shall  survive  the  said  Edward  A.,  then  the  sum  herein 
provided  to  be  paid  to  her,  in  the  event  of  survivorship,  shall 
oe  paid  to  her.  Which  said  charge  shall*  be  created  by  tne  said 
parties  of  the  second  part  executing  a  mortgage  on  said  real 
property,  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  this  instrument,"  *fec. 
The  mortgage  was  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  this  annuity 
as  stipulated,  and  contained  a  power  of  sale  on  default. 

The  mortgage  to  Sloan  and  wife  was,  by  its  terms,  made 
subject  and  subordinate  to  another  mortgage  already  existing 
on  the  property,  a  copy  of  which  was  also  made  an  exhibit  to  the 
bill ;  this  being  the  mortgage  under  which  the  property  was 
sold,  and  under  which  the  defendant  Frothingham  claimed  and 
held.  This  former  mortgage  was  executed  by  said  Robert  R. 
Belshaw  and  James  W.  Powell  and  wife,  to  said  Charles  B. 
Tatham,  of  New  York,  to  secure  the  payment  of  five  promis- 
sory notes,  falling  due  one,  two,  three,  four  and  five  years  after 
date  respectively,  and  amounting  to  about  $13,000;  and  was 
dated  April  30th,  1860.  "After  the  execution  of  said  mort- 
gage," as  the  bill  alleged,  "and  bef(»re  the  sale  had  under  it  as 
iiereinafter  stated,  said  Powell  transferred  and  conveyed  to 
complainant  and  said  R.  R.  Belshaw,  by  proper  deed  of  con- 
veyance, all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  said  pro])erty  upon 
his  promise  and  agreement  to  pay  said  mortgage. '  Said  mort- 
gau^e  was,  as  the  bill  further  alleged,  "on  the  2Sth  May,  1860, 
duly  transferred,  conveyed,  and  assigned  in  writing,  by  apt  words 
of  conveyance,  by  said  Charles  B.  Tatham,  to  William  II.  Ca- 
ry,  since  deceased,  who  departed  this  life,  in  the  State  of  New 
York,  in  February,  1861.  Letters  of  administration  on  said 
Gary's  estate  were  granted,  in  New  York,  to  Mi's.  Maria  Gary, 
his  widow,  and  Isaac  H.  Frothingham ;  but  they  never  had 
their  letters  of  administration  recorded  here,  or  gave  bond,  as 
required  by  the  statutes  of  Alabama. — Code,  ^Jj  2637-40.  On 
the  1st  January,  1873,  said  New  York  administrators,  "claim- 
ing and  professing  to  act  under  said  power  of  sale  contained  in 
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said  mortgage,"  sold  the  property,  and  it  was  bid  off  in  the 
name  of  said  James  II.  Frothingham  as  the  purchaser.  The 
administrators  were  not  present  at  the  sale,  which  was  conduct- 
ed by  J.  S.  Winter  as  their  agent  and  attorney,  and  the  prop- 
erty was  bid  off  by  him,  or  at  his  instance,  in  the  name  of  said 
James  H.  Frothingham,  to  whom  a  deed  was  afterwards  exe- 
cuted by  the  administrators.  Said  Frothingham  was  put  in 
possession  of  the  property  under  his  purchase,  and  continued 
in  possession  until  July,  1879,  when  he  sold  and  conveyed  to 
James  A.  Farley  and  Moses  Brothers,  a  partnership  doing  busi- 
ness in  the  city  of  Montgomery. 

The  bill  alleged,  also,  that  said  Edward  A.  Sloan,  on  the  3d 
August,  1878,  "filed  a  bill  in  this  court  similar  to  this  bill,  but, 
although  he  was  trustee  for  complainant  as  herein  shown,  he 
filed  said  bill  in  his  own  name,  making  himself  the  only  plain- 
tiff, and  your  oratrix  one  of  the  defendants ;"  that  he  afterwards 
compromised  and  settled  said  suit,  in  consideration  of  money 
paid  him  by  some  of  the  defendants,  dismissed  the  bill,  and 
transferred  all  his  right  and  interest  in  the  annuity  and  mort- 
gage to  said  James  II.  Frothingham ;  that  he  had  abandoned 
the  complainant,  had  not  lived  with  her  for  several  years,  and 
contemplated  a  return  to  England,  his  native  country,  intend- 
ing to  take  up  his  permanent  residence  there.  It  was  alleged, 
also,  that  the  payments  made  on  the  debt  to  Tatham,  and  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  property  while  in  the  possession  of  the 
several  defendants,  were  sufiicient  to  pay  the  debt  secured  by 
the  mortgage  to  Tatham.  James  H.  Frothingham,  Robert  K. 
Belshaw  and  wife,  Charles  Tatham,  Edward  A.  Sloan,  James 
A.  Farley,  the  several  partners  composing  the  firm  of  Moses 
Brothers,  Mrs.  Maria  Cary  and  Isaac  Frothingham,  individually 
and  as  administrators  of  the  estate  of  said  William  II.  Cary, 
were  made  defendants  to  the  bill ;  the  prayer  of  which  was, 
that  the  sale  under  the  mortgage  to  Tatham,  and  the  convey- 
ances to  the  subsequent  purchasers,  be  set  aside ;  that  an  ac- 
count be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property  while  in 
the  possession  of  the  several  defendants  since  the  sale  under 
the  mortgage,  and  the  amount  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 
any  balance  remaining  due  and  unpaid  on  said  mortgage  debt; 
that  the  complainant's  mortgage  be  foreclosed,  the  property 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  amount  due 
her;  that  said  Edward  A.  Sloan  "be  removed  from  the  trustee- 
ship of  said  property  in  this  bill  mentioned,  and  that  complain- 
ant be  permitted,  by  the  decree  of  tliis  court,  to  own,  control, 
and  dispose  of  said  property  as  'A.femine  sole  ;'"  and  the  general 
prayer,  for  other  and  further  relief,  was  added. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  was  filed  by  Edward  A.  Sloan,  which 
the  chancellor  overruled ;  but  he  sustained  a  demurrer  filed  bv 
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the  other  defendants  jointly.  On  appeal  to  this  court,  by  the 
complainant,  the  chancellor's  decree  was  reversed,  and  the  cause 
was  remanded,  as  shown  b^'  the  former  reix)rt  of  the  case, 
Sloan  V.  Fi'othhujhaiu,  65  Ala.  593  99. 

The  bill  was  amended,  after  the  remandmentof  the  cause,  by 
alleging  that  said  New  York  administrators,  pfior  to  said  sale 
under  the  power  in  the  mortgage,  had  received  partial  payments 
from  Belshaw  on  the  mortgat^e  debt,  and  were  placed  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises  by  l>eYshaw,  and  received  the  rents  for 
a  long  space  or  time ;.  that  they  also  received,  of  the  purchase- 
money  bid  at  the  sale,  the  sum  of  >»17.244.90,  being  tne  whole 
amount  bid  except  ^755,  which  was  paid  to  I^lshaw  as  the  ex- 
cess above  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  debt;  that  these 
several  sums  were  duly  used  in  the  course  of  administration  by 
the  New  ^'ork  administrators,  and  paid  over  and  distributed 
among  the  heirs  and  distributees  who  resided  there,  and  who 
were  all  of  lawful  age ;  that  there  were  no  heirs  or  distributees 
who  resided  in  Alabama,  and  no  creditors  resident  here;  and 
that  letters  of  administration  on  said  Gary's  estate  had  been  duly 
granted  by  the  Probate  Court  of  Montgomery,  since  the  tiling 
of  the  original  bill,  to  S.  M.  I.evin.  who  was  made  a  defendant. 
It  was  alleged,  also,  that  said  K.  A.  Sloan  had  carried  out  his 
intention  of  leaving  the  country,  had  deserted  the  complainant, 
and  had  taken  up  his  j)ermanent  residence  in  England. 

A  cross-bill  was  filed  l)y  Robert  R.  Belshaw,  alleo:ing  that  said 
New  York  administrat<jrs  had  received,  in  addition  to  the 
$17,244r.MO  of  the  purchase  money  bid  at  the  sale,  large  partial 
payments  made  by  liini.  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  projv 
erty  for  a  long  space  of  time,  and  had  duly  accounteil  for  all 
these  sums  to  the  distributees  in  New  York ;  that  he  received 
from  si\id  admin istratoi*s,  or  from  their  agent  and  attorney  who 
conducted  the  sale,  the  sum  of  ^7.^.'>.1(>,  as  the  balance  estimated 
to  be  due  him  after  satisfying  the  mortgage,  on  the  assuran<^e 
of  said  agent  and  attorney  that  the  sale  was  regular,legal  and  valid, 
and  with  the  definite  understanding  that  the  purchase  money  was 
to  Ix;  applied  to  the  payment  and  satisfaction  of  said  mortgage 
debt;  wlierciis,  as  he  had  learned  within  the  last  six  months, 
said  sale  was  made  by  said  administrators  without  any  authority, 
said  mortgage  was  still  uncancelled  and  unsatisfied,  and  the 
secured  notes  were  still  outstanding,  still  a  subsisting  liability 
s^ainst  him,  and  an  incumbrance  on  the  mortgaged  property. 
Tlie  prayer  of  his-  cross-bill  was,  "  that  said  sale  or  pretended 
sale,  made  on  or  about  the  26th  May,  1S73,  under  said  power  of 
sale  contained  in  the  said  mortgage  to  Tatham,  Ihj  set  aside  and 
annulled  ;  that  an  account  may  be  taken,  under  the  direction  of 
the  court,  of  what  may  be  due  by  your  orator  on  said  mortgage  ; 
that  your  orator  may  be  credited,  on  such  accx>unting,  witli  the 
3S 
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rents  and  profits  arising  from  said  mortgaged  property  since 
January  1st,  1873,  or  which  should  have  been  received  if  the 
same  had  been  properly  managed ;  and  if,  on  said  accounting, 
nothing  is  found  due  on  said  mortgage,  that  the  same  may  then 
be  ordered  to  be  given  up  and  cancelled ;  and  if  any  balance  is 
found  due  to  ^wur  orator  on  such  accounting,  respondents  may 
be  decreed  to  pay  the  same.  Or,  if  anything  is  found  due  on 
said  mortgage,  or  on  any  other  accounts  growing  out  of  the 
matters  and  things  in  this  bill  set  forth,  then  your  orator  offers 
to  pay  the  same,  and  prays  that,  when  so  paid,  said  mortgage 
may  be  ordered  to  be  given  up  and  cancelled  ;"  and  for  other 
and  further  relief,  under  the  general  prayer. 

B}'  written  agreement  of  counsel,  filed  of  record  in  the  cause, 
the  following  facts  were  admitted :  "  The  transfer  and  convey- 
ance by  Powell  and  wife  was  to  Robert  R.  P)el8haw  alone,  and 
jiot  to  him  and  Mrs.  Maria  L.  Sloan.  The  notes  and  mortgage 
to  Tatharn  were  regularly  transferred  and  conveyed  to  W.  •  II . 
Gary  in  his  life-time,  and  to  his  heirs,  executors,  and  assigns,  by 
said  Tatham.  It  is  admitted  that  R.  R.  Belshaw  did  not  have 
actual  notice  that  no  letters  of  administration  on  Gary's  estate 
had  been  granted  in  Alabama  to  sfiid  Isaac  TT.  Frothingham  and 
Maria  Gary,  or  that  they  had  not  had  their  New  York  letters  of 
administration  recorded  in  Alabama,  and  had  not  given  bond 
here  ;  but  said  Belshaw  lived  in  the  city  of  Montgomery,  within 
a  few  hundred  yards  of  the  court-house,  and  had  opportunity 
to  find  out  before  the  sale  of  said  mortgaged  premises  on  26th 
May,  1873;  and  said  Belshaw  was  present  at  said  sale.  J.  S. 
Winter,  who  acted  as  the  attorney  for  said  New  York  adminis- 
trators at  said  sale,  stated  to  said  Belshaw,  at  and  before  the 
sale,  that  they  had  the  right,  under  the  power  of  sale  contained 
in  the  mortgage  to  Tatham,  to  make  the  sale  which  was  made 
on  the  '2<>th  May.  1873.  The  sale  was  advertised  to  be  made  by 
said  Frothingham  and  Mrs.  Gary,  as  the  administrators  of  W. 
II.  Gary,  under  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  mortgage  to 
said  Tatiiam.  Said  Winter  had  been  the  attorney  of  Belshaw, 
on  various  occasions,  in  1870,  '71,  and  '72,  but  was  not  his  at- 
torney at  said  sale  on  the  26th  May,  1873,  being  then  the  at- 
torney of  said  New  York  administrators ;  and  in  asking  for  a 
postponement  of  the  sale,  which  had  been  advertised  as  early  as 
March,  1873,  said  Belshaw  was  represented  by  J.  Gindrat  Win- 
ter and  Jno.  (rano  Winter,  who  were  never  employed  to  contest 
said  sale,  nor  advised  with  as  to  the  validity-  of  said  sale.  At 
the  time  of  said  sale,  Isaac  H.  Frothingham  was  absent  in 
Europe,  and  did  not  return  until  late  in  the  summer,  or  early 
in  the  fall  ;  and  after  his  return,  he  gave  his  written  approval 
of  the  sale,  and,  on  the  15th  November,  1873,  he  and  Mrs. 
Car}'  executed  and  delivered  to  said  James  H.  Frothingham,  as 
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the  purchaser  at  said  sale,  a  conveyance  of  said  premises,  as  more 
fully  stated  in  the  answer  of  said  F^rothingham.  Tiol)ert  R.  Bel- 
«haw  received  the  rents  and  proHts  of  the  mortgaged  premises, 
up  to  the  sale  on  20th  May,  ls73.  At  and  V>etore  said  sale,  said 
Belshaw  and  Mrs.  Sloan  were  occupying  a  part  of  the  mortgaged 
preniises,  and  they  continued  to  occupy  them  for  some  time  af- 
terwards, free  of  rent,  Mrs.  Sloan  so  continuing  until  ()ctol)er 
Ist,  187r».  C)f  the  amount  hid  at  the  sale,  $755,10  was  paid  to 
«aid  R.  R.  Belshaw.  and  the  balance,  $17,244.90,  was  paid  to 
said  Isaac  Frothingham  and  Mrs.  ('ary  as  administrators.  The 
heirs  and  distributees  of  W,  H.  Cary,  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  fact*,  ratified  said  sale  of  May  26th,  imti ;  and  the  money 
realized  from  said  sale  was  distributed  to  them,  as  assets  of 
the  estate  of  said  W.  II.  Cary,  by  said  New  York  administra- 
tors; and  the  two  payments  made  to  said  administrators,  in 
1807  and  ISOS,  by  said  Belshaw,  were  likewise  distributed 
amongst  the  heirs  and  distributees,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
■source  whence  said  moneys  arose.  Said  E.  A.  Sk>an  and  his 
wife  bc>th  were  living  in  Montgomery  on  the  2Hth  May.  1878, 
as  they  had  been  for  several  years  l)efore;  and  they  both  knew 
^f  saiid  sale  when  it  occurred,  and  that  James  II.  Frothingham 
was  the  purchaser  at  said  sale.  F^dward  A.  Sloan  conveyed  to 
Moses  Brothers,  and  not  to  .lames  II.  Frothingham.  At  the 
time  said  Sloan  filed  his  bill,  and  at  the  time  the  decree  was 
rendered  thereon,  he  and  his  wife,  the  said  Maria  L.,  were  liv- 
ing apart ;  and  since  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  case,  said  Sloan 
has  gone  to  Europe,  with  the  intention  of  remaining,  and  he  and 
the  said  Maria  L.  have  lived  sej)arate  since  they  separated,  as 
set  forth  in  the  bill.  Prior  to  the  conveyance  by  said  E.  A. 
Sloan  to  Moses  Brothers,  the  latter  ha<l  arranged  with  Farley 
for  the  purchase  of  the  pr<>|)erty  from  .lames  II.  Frothingham. 
This  agreement  applies  only  to  the  hearing  on  the  ecjuities  of 
the  parties,  and  shall  not  interfere  with  any  reference  which 
may  be  ordered  by  the  chancellor,  if  he  so  decrees.'' 

On  final  hearing,  on  pleadings  and  proof,  the  chancellor  dis- 
missed the  original  l)ill,  at  the  costs  of  the  complainant  or  her 
next  friend,  and  also  dismissed  the  crossbill  of  Belshaw.  at  his 
costs,  but  without  filing  any  written  opinion.  From  this  decree 
Mrs.  Sloan  and  Belshaw  each  api)eals,  and  each  assigns  errors 
in  this  court ;  Mrs.  Sloan  assigning  the  dismissal  of  her  bill,  and 
Belshaw  the  dismissal  of  his  cross-bill. 

Jno.  Gini>rat  Winter,  with  whom  were  Cixjpton,  Hekbert 
4&  Chambers,  for  Mrs.  Sloan,  one  of  the  appellants. — 1.  The 
words  "  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  two,'  as  used  in  the  in- 
strument creating  the  annuity,  do  not  exclude  the  husband's 
marital  rights  as  to  the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  annuity  and 
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the  mortgage  security ;  and  his  marital  rights  not  bqing  ex- 
cluded, the  wife's  estate  is  held  under  the  statute. — Brevard  v, 
Jones,  50  Ala.  221 ;  Conner  v.  Williajus,  57  Ala.  13J  ;  Hooks 
V.  Breiver,  62  Ala.  260 ;  lllUer  v.  Vo^s,  Tayl&r  S  Co.,  62  Ala. 
122;  M'lUKeU  v.  Gates, '^Z  Ala.  483;  Williaiwion  v.  Masmi, 
23  Ala.  488 ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  32  Ala.  637 ;  Geyer  v.  Br. 
Bank  of  Moh'de,  21  Ala.  414;  Le^ois  v.  Eld  ridge,  38  Ala.  17; 
Huckmee^s  Admr  v.  Andrews,  34  Ala.  646.  But,  however 
strong  the  words  may  be,  as  evidencing  an  intention  to  exclude 
the  husband's  marital  rights,  they  would  be  treated  as  surplus- 
age in  a  joint  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife. — Pollard  v. 
Merrill,  '15  Ala.  729 ;  WaZthall  v.  Goree,  3ii  Ala.  729.  At 
common  law,  such  a  conveyance  would  create  a  tenancy  by  en- 
tireties.^— Ewell's  Lead.  (/as.  on  Infancy  and  Coverture,  488  ef 
seq.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  what  effect  a  sale  of  such  an 
estate  by  the  husband  would  have  on  the  wife's  intei-est ;  since 
the  statutes  have  done  away  with  such  estates,  and  husband  and 
wife  are  now  made  tenants  in  common  jis  to  such  estates. —  Wal- 
thall V.  Gore<  36  Ala.  729. 

2.  It  matters  not,  for  the  ])urposes  of  this  suit,  whether  Mrs. 
Sloan's  estate  is  equitable  or  statutory.  She  is  entitled  to  {jra- 
tection  against  the  .marital  rights  of  the  husband ;  and  if  not 
protected  by  the  instrument  creating  the  estate,  then  the  stat- 
ute applies. — Brevard  v.  Jon^s,  50  Ala.  221 ;  cases  citea  in 
2  Brick.  Digest,  91,  §  272.  If  the  instrument  excludes  the 
marital  rights,  she  is  protected,  and  the  statute  has  no  applica- 
tion.— Same  authorities.  Hence,  the  transfer  of  his  interest 
by  E.  A.  Sloan  to  Moses  Brothers  can  not  affect  tlie  interest  of 
his  wife,  tlie  complainant ;  and  the  dismissal  of  his  bill  can  not 
prejudice  her  rights  in  this  case. 

3.  The  attempted  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  by  the  New 
York  administrators,  under  the  power  of  sale  contained  therein, 
was  and  is  absolutely  void  as  to  Mrs.  Sloan. — Sloan  v.  Froih- 
imjhain,  65  Ala.  593.  Xo  act  ratifying  said  sale,  in  which  she 
did  not  participate,  would  bind  her. —  Cook  v.  Tullix,  18  Ala. 
338;  Wood  v.  McCain,  7  Ala.  806;  Foster  v.  Hogart,  12  Q. 
B.  167 ;  Gardner  v.  Gardner,  4  Illinois,  296 ;  Whitaere  v. 
Fuller,  5  Maine,  517;  1  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §  732.  A  fore- 
closure in  equity  does  not  bind  incumbrancers  who  were  not 
parties  to  the  proceedings. — 2  Jones  on  Mortgages,*  §§  1075, 
1395  ;  Judson  v.  Emanuel,  1  Ala.  60l ;  Cullum  v.  Bati'e,  2  Ala. 
420 ;  Br.  Ba/nk  v.  Taylor,  10  Ala.  70 ;  Downs  v.  Ilopkhu, 
Allen  i&  Co.,  65  Ala.  510 ;  Kilyour  v.   Wood,  64   Illinois,  346. 

4.  The  purchaser  at  the  sale  having  paid  the  purchase-money 
to  the  New  York  administrators,  and  they  having  duly  applied 
the  same  by  proper  distribution  among  the  heirs  of  ttieir  dece- 
dent, who  were  all  of  lawful  age,  and  there  being  no  creditors  of 

Vol.  lxxii. 


i«82.]  OF  ALABAMA.  597 

[Sloan  V.  Frothintrhain.  | 

the  estate  in  Alabama;  tliese  facts  o|)erated  as  an  equitable  as- 
signment of  the  mortgage  and  secured  debt  to  said  purchaser, 
hot  not  as  a  confirmation  of  the  sale  on  the  part  of  this  com- 
plainant.—/A>/><^/*/><r>;*  r.  Rt/au,  25  N.  Y.  320;  Bi'omi  v.  Smithy 
16  Mas«i.  108;  Broh^t  r.  'Hrork;  10  Wallace,  519;  (rin^rt  v. 
Cooi^y,  Walker's  Vh.  404 :  OJ„i^teff  r.  Khlet\  2  Sandf.  N.  Y. 
325;'jAwv  /•.  (WiL  14  Wiw.  213;  .SVa/X-  /•.  Rron^n.  12  Wise. 
573;  John»m  v.  Rftttinxon,  34  Md.  167;  JurkMm  v.  Bmret), 
7  Conn.  I ;  Xilex  r.  Ramfftnul^  1  Mich.  343 ;  Mxtir  v.  Be7'k- 
shire,  52  Indiana,  140  ;  Janei<  i\  Maek\  53  Mo.  147;  Rumell  /». 
Whitehj,  50  Mo.  106  ;  rw>/(-  /•.  Piwham,  63  Ala.  461  ;  HaUhett 
V.  Berney^  65  Ala.  30. 

5.  The  purchafier  at  said  sale,  being  only  an  assignee  of  the 
older  mortgage,  and  having  taken  |X)8**e8sion  of  the  moi-tgaged 
property,  became  a  mortgagee  in  jMjssession  without  foreclosure, 
and  as  such  liable  to  account  to  complainant,  as  junior  mort- 
gagee, for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  property,  to  l)e  applied 
in  satisfaction  of  the  older  mortgage. — .Jones  on  Mortgages, 
§§  1112,  11  IS;  HfKfun  V.  Sfon^,  1  Ala.  406;  Morroir>  v.  Tur- 
ntyn  Adnir,  35  Ala.  131  ;  Po,reU  v.  WiUlmnK  14  Ala.  476; 
Tmmerr.  Randolph.  60  Ala.  355;  Jm^eloce  r.  WefA  2«  Ala.  271. 

6.  If  the  acceptance  by  the  mortgagor  of  the  surplus  of  the 
purchase-money  at  said  sale,  operating  us  a  ratification,  passed 
his  e<]uity  of  redemption  to  tne  purchaser,  said  purchaser  be- 
came, after  jiayment  of  the  first  mortgage,  the  owner  of  the  en- 
tire estate,  subject  only  to  the  complainant's  mortgagee.  Ordi- 
narily, when  the  two  estates  liecome  united  in  one  and  the  same 
person,  the  mortgage  is  merged  ;  but  equity  will  j)revent  a 
merger,  to  protect  the  owner  against  an  intervening  incum- 
brance.—.1  ones  on  .Mortgages,  jj  848.  Hence,  the  older  mort- 
gage was  not  merged,  and  the  owner's  possession  must  be  re- 
ferred to  it.  and  not  to  the  interest  he  accniired  frcm  the  mort- 
gagor; otherwise,  this  rule  preventing  the  merger  would  be 
extended  further  than  the  principle  requires,  its  purpose  being 
to  secure  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  l)efore  a  second  or 
intervening  incumbrancer  can  subject  the  property  :  for  "  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt  is  the  full  measure  of  the  right  of 
the  mortgagee  in  a  court  of  equity." — Dmcns  v.  Hopkins,  Al- 
len tfr  Co.,  65  Ala.  510.  Hence,  appellees  can  not  say  that  they 
are  not  liable  for  rents,  because  they  hold  under  the  mortgagor, 
who  was  not  liable  for  rents.  But  this  is  not  an  open  (juestion, 
eince.the  universal  doctrine  is.  that  a  first  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion, although  he  has  acquired  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor, 
is  liable  to  account  at  the  instance  of  a  second  mortgagee. — Ten 
Eyckv.  Camid.^  15  Iowa,  524;  Johnson  v.  Harinaix.,  10  Iowa,  60; 
Barrett  v.  Blachnar,  47  Iowa,  565;  Shaw  v.  Hoadley,  8 
Blackf.  Ind.  165;  Mxirdock  v.  Ford,  17  Indiana,  52;  Strange 
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V.  Allen,  44  Illinois,  433 ;  PaA^r  v.  Childs,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  41 ; 
Swift  V.  E(hon,  5  Conn,  531 ;  Harrison  v.  Wyse^  24  Conn.  1 ;. 
Cooper  V.  Martin,  1  Dana,  23 ;  Haines  v.  Beach,  3  John.  Ch. 
459;    WaM  v.  Imuraiice  6'o.,  13  Abb.  ft.  33. 

Ctordon  Macdonat.d,  for  R.  R.  Belshaw,  one  of  the  ap- 
pellants.— 1.  The  first  point  raised  on  the  demurrer  is  settled  by 
the  decisons  of  this  court  in  Hatchett  v,  Bernsy,  65  Ala.  39  ;. 
and  Sloan  v.  Frothingham,  65  Ala.  593. 

2.  Admitting  that  Belshaw  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the 
illegality  of  the  sale  by  the  N^ew  York  administrators,  which 
this  court  has  declared  void  (Sloan  v.  Frothingham,  65  Ala.  593)^ 
it  is  contrary  to  reason  and  justice,  and  against  the  highest  au- 
thority, both  English  and  American,  State  and  Federal,  to  hold 
that  such  void  sale,  or  any  other  void  act,  is  capable  of  con- 
firmation.— Bouv.  Law  Die,  tit.  Confirmation,  and  authorities- 
there  cited ;  Bishop  on  Contracts,  707 ;  Pearsall  v.  Chaplin^ 
44  Penn.  9  ;  MeCrachen  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal.  591 ;  Candee- 
1)1  Burhe^  1  Hun,  N.  Y.  546;  Kdniunson  v.  Montague,  14  Ala. 
370 ;  Savings  Bank  v.  Dunklin,  54  Ala.  471 ;  City  of  Eufaula 
V.  McNab,  67  Ala.  588 ;  Chambers  v.  Falhwr,  65  Ala.'  488 ;. 
Cook  IK  Tullis,  18  Wallace,  332;  Joiner  v.  Palmer,  78  N.  C. 
196;  Pettit  v.  Petti/,  M  Ala.  288;  Carrington  t\  Caller, 
2  Stew.  175.  The  acceptance  of  money  under  a  void  sale  can 
not  estop  the  party  accepting  it.  "  (hnjirmatio  est  nulla,  vhi 
donum,  precedent  est  invalidum ;  et  ubi  donatio  nulla  est,  nee 
valebit  Gonfirmatioy  And  see  Candee  v.  Burk£,  and  Chamhers^ 
v.  Falkner,  supra. 

3.  Whenever  it  is  necessary  to  make  title  to  lands  through 
the  official  acts  of  an  executor  or  administrafior,  it  must  be  tlie- 
act  of  an  executor  or  administrator  deriving  authority  from  th& 
lex  rei  sitm,  or  recognized  by  that  law.  At  the  time  of  Bel- 
shaw's  supposed  ratification,  there  could  have  been  no  party 
with  whom  he  could  deal,  either  by  direct  contract,  or  by  the 
implied  contract  of  ratification. — Kerr  v.  Moore,  7  Wheat.  552  ; 
Cutler  V.  Davenport,  1  Pick.  81 ;  HutcJiins  v.  State  Bank, 
12  Mete.  424. 

4.  The  proof  shows  that  the  money  was  accepted  by  Belshaw 
upon  the  representation  to  him  by  the  attorney  of  the  foreign 
administrators,  who  was  also  his  attorney,  that  said  foreign  ad- 
ministrators were  in  fact  entitled  to  it,  and  were  the  proper 
parties  to  receive  the  money.  This  was  simply  a  mistake  of 
fact.  Money  paid  under  a  mistake  of  fact,  though  paid  volun- 
tarily, may  be  recovered  back,  even  without  a  previous  demand; 
and  merely  having  the  means  of  knowledge  is  not  sufficient  to 
prevent  a  recovery.  Belshaw  having  accepted  the  mt)ney  un- 
der these  representations  by  the  attorney  of  the  New  York  ad- 
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niinistrators,  who  were  in  fact  the  sellers,  a  court  of  equity  will 
set  aside  the  sale,  whether  the  representation  was  the  result  of 
fraud  or  mistake. — D(njgett  v.  Emerson^  3  Story,  C.  C  70O; 
Bahies  V.  Barnes,  (54  Ala.  383 ;  Danld  v.  Mittihell^  1  Story, 
C.  C.  172;  Wanui'  v.  Danlds,  1  Wood,  tfc  M.  107;  Mascm  v. 
Ct-oshy,  2  lb.  342 ;  Smith  v.  Bahvock,  2  Ih.  246  ;  Jamen  y.  SUUe 
Bank,  17  Ala.  69. 

Thos.  H.  Watts,  and  Tboy  &  Tompkins,  contra. —  1.     The 

complainant's  interest  in  the  annuity  is  not  an  equitable  separate 
estate,  since  there  are  no  words  in  the  instrument  creating  it 
which  exclude  the  husband's  marital  rights :  on  the  contrary, 
the  instmment  provides  that  the  money  shall  l*e  paid  to  the 
husband  for  the  joint  use  and  benefit  of  him  and  his  wife, 
and  thei*eby  excludes  the  idea  of  any  separate  estate  or  interest 
in  the  wiie.— Bender  v.  ReynoUU,  12  Ala.  146  ;  Mo^s  >'.  McCall, 
12  Ala.  630 ;  Pollard  i\  Merr'dl d-  Fjuhner,  15  Ala.  169 ;  Mii^h- 
eU  V.  Gates,  23  Ala.  438 ;  Williamson  v.  Mason,  23  Ala.  488 ; 
Johnson  V.  Johnso?i,  32  Ala.  637 ;  Lamb  v.  Wragy  tfc  Steicart, 
8  Porter,  73. 

2.  Xor  is  her  interest  a  statutory  estate.  Such  an  estate  is 
created  by  the  law,  and  does  not  arise  from  the  contracts  of  the 
parties;  and  the  law  has  imposed  upon  it  certain  liabilities,  from 
which  it  can  not  be  freed  by  the  acts  of  the  parties,  and  has 
thrown  around  it  certain  restrictions  and  safeguarde,  which  can 
not  l)e  disregarded  or  destroyed  by  the  parties.  The  character 
of  this  estate,  the  nature  of  the  liabilities  to  which  it  may  be 
subjected,  the  restrictions  imposed  upon  its  alienation,  and  the 
respective  interests  of  husband  and  wife  in  it  and  to  it,  during 
their  joint  lives,  and  on  the  death  of  either,  are  carefully  de- 
fined and  declared  by  the  statute;  and  these  provisions  have 
been  the  subject  of  numerous  adjudications  by  this  court.- — Short 
V.  Battle,  52  Ala.  466 ;  Burden  v.  Mc  Williams,  31  Ala.  438 ; 
Lee  V.  Campbell,  61  Ala.  12;  f^ee  r.  lanenbatiin,  62  Ala,  501 ; 
O* Conner  v.  Chamberlain,  59  Ala.  431 ;  Caidy  v.  Blue,  62  Ala. 
77;  &ilhert  v.  Duuree,  63  Ala.  331;  Rogers  c.  Boyd,  33  Ala. 
175;  Eskridye  /;.  Ditmars,  51  Ala.  245;  Ij)binan  v.  Kennedy, 
51  Ala.  163.  An  attempt  to  apply  these  statutory  provisions, 
as  construed  in  these  and  other  decisions  of  this  court,  to  the 
interest  which  Mrs.  Sloan  takes  in  this  annuity  would  be  futile. 
The  wife  has  no  power  to  charge  it  at  all,  while  the  husband's 
power  of  disposition  is  unlimited  and  unrestricted,  except  that 
it  must  be  used  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  himself  and  his 
wife.  lie  may  buy  a  pleasure  carriage  with  it,  or  a  piano,  or 
any  other  article  of  comfort,  pleasure,  or  convenience,  which 
would  not  l3e  considered  necessaries  under  the  statute ;  or  he 
might  spend  the  entire  amount  each  year  in  carrying  on  farm- 
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iiig  operations  for  their  joint  benefit.  The  instrument  does  not 
limit  the  luisband's  power  to  mortgage  the  aimnity,  or  to  trans- 
fer or  assign  it,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife;  and 
on  his  death  intestate,  the  wife's  interest  in  the  annuity  would 
not  be  estimated  in  ascertaining  her  distributive  share  of  his 
estate.  All  these  incidents  clearly  distinguish  this  from  a 
statutory  estate. 

3.  Being  neither  a  statutoiy  estate,  nor  an  equitable  separate 
estate,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the  common  law  must  govern 
it ;  and  at  common  law,  the  entire  interest  in  an  annuity  so  held 
vested  absolutely  in  the  husband,  except  as  to  the  contingent 
interest  of  the  wife  dependent  on  her  survivoi'ship. —  WaltluHl 
V.  Goree,  36  Ala.  736;  Tyler  on  Infancy  and  Coverture,  385; 
Ames  V.  Nonnan^  4  Sneed,  683;  Bishop  on  Married  Women, 
vol.  1,  §  131. 

4.  Mrs.  Sloan,  then,  during  the  life  of  her  husband,  has  no 
interest  in  this  annuity,  for  which  she  can  maintain  any  suit, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity.  If  she  ever  had  any  right  or  inter- 
est, she  is  barred  by  the  decree  dismissing  her  husband's  bill, 
which  is  conclusive  on  her;  and  the  transfer  by  her  husband 
to  Moses  Brothers  conveyed  the  entire  interest. — Aurand  v. 
Aiirand,  21  Penn.  St.  343;  4  Wait's  Actions  and  Defenses, 
p.  570. 

5.  But,  whatevei-  may  be  Mrs.  Sloan's  rights  or  interest  in 
the  annuity,  she  is  entitled  to  no  relief,  under  the  pleadings  and 
admitted  facts,  as  against  the  defendants  who  now  hold  and 
claim  the  mortgaged  property.  Although  the  sale  by  the  New 
York  administrators  was  made  without  autliority  of  law,  and 
was  void  for  some  purposes,  it  was  capable  of  ratification. — Story 
on  Agency,  §$^  249-40;  Lanikin  v.  Eee^'ie^  7  Ala.  70;  Handy 
V.  Noonan^  51  Miss.  166;  Fomytlie  v.  IMy,  46  Maine,  176; 
Majph  V.  Kuftsart,  53  Penn.  St.  348.  A  sale  under  the  mort- 
gage by  Gary's  heirs,  the  parties  beneficially  interested,  would 
have  cut  off  the  equity  of  redemption,  as  effectually  as  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  in  equity. — (^hiMres)^  v.  Mmutte,^  54  Ala.  317; 
McGnire  v.  Van  Pelt,,  55  Ala.  344.  The  administrators  were 
the  mere  trustees  or  agents  of  the  heirs  and  distributees  of  the 
estate ;  and  there  l^eing  no  debts  against  the  estate,  and  the 
money  having  been  paid  over  to  the  parties  entitled  to  receive  it, 
a  domestic  administrator  would  be  enjoined  from  the  assertion  of 
his  legal  rights. — Fretviell  v.  McLemore^  52  Ala.  124;  Owens  v. 
Childs^  58  Ala.  113.  When  parties  voluntarily  do  what  a  court 
of  equity  would  compel  them  to  do,  the  court  will  uphold  and 
sanction  it. —  Wilson  v.  Sheppard^  28  Ala.  623. 

6.  Belshaw  received  the  surplus  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  after 
satisfying  the  Tatham  mortgage,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts ;  and  this  amounts  to  a  ratification  of  the  sale  by  him. 
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Maple  r.  KvxHaft^  53  Penn.  St.  348  ;  Kijh  v.  Tmirii  of  Yel- 
lowhead,  80  IlHiK.ig,  2(»8;  Smmn  r.  J\'a/ke,\  43  Texas,  154  ;  Co- 
dy i\  (hren.  34  Vermont,  598 ;  Handy  r.  Xoonan^  51  Miss. 
166.  If  there  was  any  miKtake,  it  was  as  to  a  matter  of  law, 
and  does  not  anthorize  equitable  relief.  ~Tottni<eiid  v.  (V/if^les, 
31  Ala.  435.  Neither  his  allegations  nor  his  prof)f  entitles  him 
to  any  relief  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  mistake.  I^'trhrftrth 
?».  Duchv'otih,  35  Ala.  70;  Fletrelhn  r.  (rone,  58  Ala.  ♦'•27; 
W'dliiighain  r.  HarreU,  36  Ala.  .■>83,  Rlixx  v.  Andersan^ 
31  Ala.  612;  Dill  t\  Camj),  22  Ala.  249;  Kerr  on  Fraud  and 
Mistake.  298  9. 

7.  James  H.  Frotliingham  entered  into  possession  under  the 
mortgagor,  and  not  as  mortgagee;  and  neither  he  nor  the suliee- 
(luent  purchasers  from  him  can  he  <*harged  with  rents  and  pro- 
fits, as  mortgagees  in  possession,  at  the  suit  of  junior  mortgagees. 
Xeither  the  mortgagor,  nor  assignee  of  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, can  l)e  held  accountable  for  rents,  until  a  receiver  has  been 
appointed,  or  his  right  has  l>een  in  some  other  maimer  inter- 
cepted.—  Ffoirell  V.  Rijiley^  10  Paige,  43;  Scoti  r.  Ware, 
64  Ala.  174;  Cok^r  r.  /*ear*nd/,  H  Ala.  542;  Hutrhinsoii  ?». 
Dearin^,  20  Ala.  798;  Fry  v.  Br.  hank,  23  Ala.  770;  Wa/k- 
er  V.  Ain^,  44  Vermont,  601  ;  Cool-  r.  f*arham,  63  Ala.  456; 
Reno/rd  v.  Brotm,  7  Xebr.  449 ;  2  Jones  on  Mortgages,  §§  1070, 
1118;  Hooper  V.  ir/Z^fwi,  12  Vermont,  695  ;  Ma yo  v.  Fletcher ^ 
14  Pick.  525;  Batik  v.  Beld,  8  Pick.  549. 

BRICK  El. L,  C.  J.— The  first  question  presented  in  the 
argument  of  counsel  is,  whetiier  Mrs.  Sloan  has  such  an  interest 
in  the  annuity  payable  to  herself  and  husband  during  their 
joint  lives,  as  entitles  her  to  maintain  a  bill  for  tlie  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage  given  to  secure  its  payment,  and  to  redeem 
from  the  senior  mortgage  uj)on  the  same  premises. 

By  the  common  law,  obligations  or  promises  for  the  payment 
of  money  to  the  wife,  or  to  husband  and  wife  jointly,  made 
during  coverture,  on  the  death  of  the  Imsband  without  having 
reduced  them  to  possession,  or  without  having  done  some  act 
in  disaffirmance  oi  the  right  of  the  wife,  survived  to  her,  and 
she  held  them  as  against  the  claim  of  his  pei'sonal  re])re8enta- 
tive. — I  Bright  on  Hus.  it  Wife.  38;  1  Bishop  on  Married 
Women,  gjj  87-8.  A  note  for  the  payment  of  money,  payable 
to  the  husband  and  wife,  secured  by  mortage,  on  the  death  of 
the  husband  survived  to  the  wife. — J>raper  v.  JaeksoHy 
16  Mass.  480.  A  bond  given  to  husband  and  wife,  for  their 
maintenance  during  each  of  their  lives.  surA-ives  to  the  wife. 
And  if  in  his  own  name  the  husband  had  taken  a  mortgage  to 
secure  the  payment  of 'the  bond,  on  his  death,  without  having 
disaffirmed  tne  right  oi  the  wife,  the  mortgage  enured  to  her 
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benefit. — Pike  v.  Collins^  33  Maine,  38.  Or,  if,  suing  in  their 
joint  names,  tlie  husband  recovered  judgment  on  such  bond, 
after  his  death,  the  wife  could  by  scire  facias  revive  and  en- 
force it. — ScJwonmaker  v.  Elrnendo'rf^  10  Johns.  48.  In  all 
such  obligations,  or  promises,  the  wife  had  a  distinct,  legal  and 
beneficial  interest,  of  which  she  could  be  divested  only  by  some 
act  of  the  husband  in  disaffirmance  of  it,  and  of  appropriation 
to  his  exclusive  use. — Boret  v.  Spelman^  4:  Comst.  284.  If 
the  intervention  of  a  court  of  equity  was  necessary  to  aid  the 
husband,  or  his  assignee,  in  reducing  them  to  possession,  the 
court  would  enforce  the  equity  of  tlie  wife  to  a  settlement, 
making  for  her  the  same  provision  which  would  have  been 
made,  if  they  had  been  cJiose^  in  action  accruing  to  her  before 
marriage. — 2  Story's  Eq.  §§  1404-08.  The  only  distinction,  of 
substance,  recognized  between  such  choses  in  action,  accruing 
to  the  wife  after  marriage,  and  chases  in  action  accruing  to  her 
before  marriage,  was  in  the  mode  of  suing  at  law  for  their 
recovery.  In  all  actions  upon  the  ante-nuptial  choses  of  the 
wife,  husband  and  wife  must  have  joined  ;  and  the  suit  was 
essentially  the  suit  of  the  wife,  "  for  the  thing  in  controversy 
was  hers."  In  suing  upon  her  post-nuptial  choses  of  this  char- 
acter, the  husband  could  sue  alone,  or,  at  his  option,  join  the 
wife;  and  if  she  was  joined,  her  rights  were  precisely  the 
same  as  her  rights  to  her  ante-nuptial  choses. — 1  Bishop  on 
Married  Women,  §  92.  The  whole  doctrine  grew  out  of  the 
common-law  theory  of  the  unity  of  the  marriage  relation — the 
incorporation  of  the  legal  existence  of  the  wife  into  that  of 
the  husband,  and  her  consequent  incapacity  to  take  and  hold 
property.  From  that  incapacity  resulted  the  principle,  that 
the  husband  was  entitled  to  take  and  hold  all  chattels  of  which 
she  was  possessed  at  the  time  of  marriage,  or  subsequently 
coming  to  her  possession  ;  and  the  right  to  make  his  own  all 
her  choses  in  action,  by  reducing  them  to  possession.  There 
was,  however,  in  the  wife  a  distinct,  legal  and  beneficial  interest, 
recognized  by  the  common  law,  until  it  was  defeated  by  the 
act  of  the  hw^ihdin^.— Richardson  v.  DaggeU,  4  Vermont,  334. 
The  constitution  and  the  statutes  have  changed  and  super- 
seded wholly  the  theory  and  principles  of  the  common  law,  so 
far  as  they  defined  and  established  the  relation  of  the  husband 
to  the  property  and  rights  of  property  of  the  wife ;  creating  a 
new  system,  variant  m  its  policy,  and  in  all  its  provisions. 
The  wife  is  recognized  as  a  distinct  legal  person,  with  as  full 
capacity  to  take  and  hold  property  and  rights  of  property,  as 
if  slie  had  not  entered  into  the  matrimonial  union.  In  this 
respect,  her  legal  existence  is  not  lost,  or  merged  in  that  of  the 
husband. —  Walthall  v.  Goree,  36  Ala.  728 ;  ^tone  v.  Gazsairiy 
46  Ala.  274.     The  words  of  the  statute  are  as  broad  and  com- 
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preheusive  as  could  have  been  employed.  "All  property  of 
the  wife,  held  by  her  previous  to  the  marriage,  or  wnich  she 
may  become  entitled  to  after  the  marriage,  in  any  manner,  is 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife."  The  term  "  property,"  as 
employed  in  the  statute,  includes  every  right  which  the  wife 
can  have  in  and  to  things  real  or  personal,  things  in  possession 
or  in  action.  In  SotU/ird  v.  United  States,  4  Peters,  511,  it 
was  said  by  ('.  J.  Marshall,  that  as  applied  to  lands,  the  term 
"comprehends  every  species  of  title,  inchoate  or  complete.  It 
is  supposed  to  embrace  those  rights  which  lie  in  contract;  those 
which  are  executory ;  as  well  as  those  which  are  executed." 
And  in  Jtu^hion  v.  HotmUy  17  Johns.  283,  it  is  defined  as  "the 
highest  right  a  man  can  have  to  anything;  l>eing  used  for  that 
right  which  one  hath  to  lands  or  tenements,  goods  or  chattels, 
which  no  way  depend  on  another  man's  courtesy."  When  the 
statute  is  read  and  construed  in  the  light  of.  and  in  connection 
with  the  common  law,  and  the  principles  and  policy  it  was  in- 
tended to  supersede,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  term 
"property,"  as  employed  in  the  statute,  comprehends  every 
species  of  property,  and  every  right  of  property,  to  which  the 
marital  rights  of  tlie  husband  would  have  extended,  and  which 
could  have  been  converted  from  the  projjerty  and  riglit  of  the 
wife,  into  his  property  and  right.  In  WalthaU  t\  Goree,  ftupra, 
it  is  said  :  "  By  this  legislation,  the  one  legal  person  of  the 
common  law  has  been  resolved  into  two  distinct  pei*sons,  so  far, 
at  least,  as  the  capacity  of  taking  separate  estates  is  concerned." 
The  chai*acter  of  the  property,  or  right  of  property,  is  not  of 
importance;  nor  is  it  material  whether  it  resided  in  the  wife 
at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  or  is  subsequently  acipiired.  If, 
in  the  creation  of  the  right,  there  is  not  a  limitation  to  the  sole 
and  separate  use  of  the  wife,  the  constitution  and  statutes  in- 
tervene, and  pronounce  that  it  is  her' separate  estate — that  it  is 
held  by  her  freed  from  all  right  and  claim  of  the  husband — 
held  as  if  she  were  not  ass(x;iated  with  him  in  marriage. 

If  the  covenant  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  the 
obligation  in  the  mortgage,  had  been  payable  to  two  distinct 
persons  l)y  name,  there  would  be  no  doubt  that  they  would 
have  taken  it  by  moieties,  though  an  action  at  law  for  its  re- 
covery must  have  been  in  their  names  jointly.  The  statute 
converting  the  husband  and  wife  into  two  distinct  persons,  as 
to  property  and  rights  of  property,  they  take  the  annuity  by 
moieties,  as  they  would  have  taken  if  not  married. —  WatthaU 
V.  Goree,  mipra.  It  is  unimportant,  in  any  view  of  this  case, 
whether,  by  the  terms  of  this  covenant  and  mortgage,  an 
equitable  separate  estate  is  created.  The  rights  of  the  wife 
are  the  same,  whether  her  right  is  to  l)e  deduced  from  the 
terms  of  the  covenant  and  mortgage,  or  from  the  operation  of 
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the  constitution  and  statutes.  The  husband  is  clothed  with  the 
power  to  receive  the  annuity ;  but  the  power  to  make  it  his 
own  by  receiving  is  exchided.  It  is  for  "  the  mutual  ])enefit " 
of  himself  and  wife  that  he  is  authorized  to  receive  it.  If  we 
regard  the  wife's  interest  in  the  annuity  as  her  statutory  estate, 
as  trustee  foi*  the  wife,  the  husband  would  have  been  entitled 
to  receive  it ;  and  conferring  the  power  in  express  temis,  is  the 
mere  expression  of  the  legal  effect  and  operation,  in  this  re- 
spect, of  the  covenant  and  inortgage.  If  regarded  as  an  equi- 
table separate  estate,  the  husband  would  receive  thie  annuity, 
charged  with  a  trust  to  apply  it  to  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  as 
well  as  for  his  own  l>enefit.  In  either  case,  upon  receiving  the 
annuity,  he  would  become  a  trustee,  and  liable  to  account  to 
the  wife. 

The  assignment  made  by  the  husband  is,  in  its  terms,  limited 
to  his  right  and  interest ;  was  not  intended  to  embrace  more, 
and  is  incapable  of  operating  upon  or  affecting  the  right  of  the 
wife.  The  indorsement,  or  the  transfer  in  any  mode,  by  one 
of  several  payees  or  obligees  of  an  instrument,  will  not  pass 
the  title.  The  largest  operation  it  can  have  is  as  an  equitable 
assignment  of  the  right  of  the  assignor  or  indorser. — 2  Parsons' 
Notes  Sc  Bills,  4. 

2.  The  former  suit  was  the  suit  of  the  husband  only,  not 
the  suit  of  the  wife.  The  decree  rendered  was  not  a  decree 
upon  the  merits,  but  of  dismissal,  in  pursuance  (»f  the  agree- 
ment of  the  husband.  The  legal  presumption  is,  that  the  hus- 
band had  by  agreement  adjusted  the  matter  in  controversy,  so 
far  as  he  had  rights  or  interests  involved  ;  and  it  would  operate  as 
a  bar  to  another  suit  by  him,  founded  on  the  claim  he  had  ad- 
justed. Tie  was  without  power,  by  any  settlement  or  adjust- 
ment, to  extinguish  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  wife,  and 
there  is  no  indication  of  anv  purpose  on  his  part  to  affect  them, 
Michan  v.  Wyatt.  21  Ala.  813  ;  Thmnan  v.  Jam-es,  32  Ala.  723. 

3-4.  The  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  by  the  personal 
representatives  of  Gary,  deriving  their  appointment  from  a  tri- 
bunal in  New  York,  was  not  a  valid  execution  of  the  power  of 
sale  contained  in  the  mortgage  executed  by  Belshaw  and  Powell 
to  Tatliam.  It  was  inoperative  to  pass  title  to  the  purchaser,  to  cut 
off  the  equity  of  redemption  of  the  mortgagor,  or  to  impair  the 
rights  of  junior  mortgagees  to  be  let  in  to  redeem. — Sl-oan  v. 
Frothingham^  65  Ala.  593.  Irregular  and  unauthorized  as  was 
the  sale,  the  money  received  having  been  properly  applied  by 
the  personal  representatives,  and  the  domestic  personal  repre- 
sentative, with  the  heirs  and  next  of  kin,  having  ratified  and 
confirmed  it,  the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  subrogation  to  their 
rights.  He  is  an  equitable  assignee  of  the  mortgage,  and  of  the 
mortgage  debt.     The  purchasers  from  him  succeed  to  his  rights, 
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and  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  and  protection  of  the  debt  and 
mortg^e. — 2  Jones  Mortgages,  ji^  1078, 1903. 

5.  This,  however,  is  as  lar  an  the  ratification  and  confirma- 
tion can  extend.  If  the  sale  had  been  regular — if  it  had  Ijeen 
a  valid  execution  of  the  power — it  would  liave  Ixjen  the  equiv- 
alent of  a  foreclosure  under  the  decree  of  a  (;ourt  of  equity.  A 
foreclosure  and  sale,  under  a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  would 
have  aifected  and  b<3und  only  the  parties  to  the  suit,  not  con- 
cluding or  operating  to  the  prejuaice  of  those  who  were  not 
parties.  The  title  only  of  tnc  parties  would  pass  to  the  pur- 
chaser. The  irregular,  unauthorized  sale  is  incapable  of  ratifi- 
cation or  confirmation  by  the  one  party  in  interest,  to  the  pre- 
judice of  others  wlio  do  not  join  in  it, — as  incapable  as  would 
l)e  a  decree  of  foreclosure  to  bind  parties  not  before  the  court. 
As  to  parties  other  than  themselves,  the  ratific!ation  and  confirm- 
ation of  the  sale  by  the  |x>r8onal  representative,  the  heirs  and 
next  of  kin  of  the  assignee  of  the  mortgage  and  mortgage  debt, 
is  /v^  inJer  aJu/tt  acta. — 1   Jones  Afortgages,  ;;>  7'^2. 

6.  The  sale  was  made  with  the  knowledge,  and  if  not  with 
the  expressed  consent,  certainly  without  the  dissent  of  the  mort- 
gagor, Belshaw.  He  was  not  in  ignorance,  or  under  misappre- 
hension, of  any  of  the  facts  attending  the  sale,  unless  it  was 
superinduced  by  his  own  negle<»t  to  make  incjuiry.  For  more 
than  seven  years  there  was,  on  his  part,  unqualified  acquiescence 
in  tlie  sale.  Whether,  under  these  facts,  he  could  not  \ye  deemed 
to  have  waived  his  right  to  avoid  the  sale,  if  a  material  ques- 
tion, would  not  l>e  free  from  difticulty.  There  is  more  than  the 
failure  to  dissent  from,  or  object  to  the  sale,  at  the  time  it  was 
made,  and  cxmtinnous  acquiescence  in  it.  The  surplus  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  after  satisfying  the  mortgage  debt,  ascer- 
tained and  comj)uted  by  himself,  upon  an  erroneous  method  (as 
it  now  seems)  of  calculating  the  interest,  he  received  from  the 
purchaser.  It  is  a  plain  principle  of  right  and  justice,  that  if 
there  is  an  unauthorized  sale  oi  pro])erty,  real  or  pereonal,  the 
owner  can  not  take  the  purchase-money, and  reclaim  the  property. 
The  books  alwund  witn  cases,  in  which  courts  of  equity  have 
precluded  parties,  who  have  adopted  and  ratified  unauthorized 
sales,  by  receiving  the  whole  or  a  })art  of  the  purchase-money, 
from  getting  them  aside,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  parties  from 
whom  the  money  was  received.  In  the  application  of  this 
principle,  no  distinction  is  made  between  sales  which  are  void, 
and  sales  which  aj*e  voidable.  The  whole  principle  is,  that  the 
party  had  the  right  to  repudiate,  or  to  ratify  the  sale — to  take 
its  benefits,  or  reject  them  and  its  burdens.  Electing  to  take 
the  benefits,  there  would  be  gross  injustice,  if,  to  the  mjury  of 
others,  he  were  permitted  at  pleasure  to  question  the  validity 
of  the  sale, — to  retract  the  assent  which  lie  had  given  to  it. 
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2  Smith's  Lead.  Cases,  770  ;  Goodman  v.  Winter,  64  Ala.  434 ; 
Pickens  V.  Yarhorough,  30  Ala.  408  ;  Merritt  v.  Home,  5  Ohio 
St.  307. 

7.  A  mortgagee,  entering  into  possession  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  before  foreclosure,  is  accountable  for  the  rents  and 
profits  he  may  receive,  or  which  he  could  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence have  received.  The  liability  rests  upon  him,  if  he  en- 
ters under  a  void  or  voidable  sale. —  Bigler  v.  Waller,  14  Wall. 
297;  Chikh  v.  ChiM%  10  Ohio  St.  339.  The  purchase  of 
Frothingham,  at  the  unauthorized  sale  made  by  the  personal 
representatives  of  Cary,  when  confirmed,  operated  simply  a 
transfer  of  the  mortgage  and  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  to  these 
the  purchasers  from  him  were  subrogated.  While  in  possession, 
he,  and  the  purchasers  from  him,  can  be  regarded  in  no  other 
light  than  as  mortgagees  in  possession  before  foreclosure.  Stand- 
ing in  that  relation,  taking  the  rents  and  profits  in  trust  for  their 
application  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  they  must  ac- 
count for  then  to  the  junior  mortgagees,  having  the  equity  of  re- 
demption.— Childs  V.  (%ild><,  ftupra. 

8.  The  right  of  the  husband  to  receive  the  annuity  was  ex- 
pressed to  be  for  the  "mutual  benefit"  of  himself  and  wife.  The 
moiety  of  the  wife,  as  we  have  said,  he  would  take  and  hold  in 
trust  that  he  would  apply  it  to  her  benefit.  Occupying  to  the 
wife  this  relation  of  trust  and  confidence,  if  he  disclaimed  the 
relation,  or  placed  himself  in  such  a  condition  that  a  fair  and 
diligent  execution  of  the  trust  is  not  be  expected  from  him,  the 
power  and  duty  of  a  court  of  equity  to  remove  him  is  undoubted. 
Perry  on  Trusts,  §  275.  The  abandonment  of  the  wife,  taking 
up  a  permanent  residence  in  a  foreign  country,  coupled  with  the 
assignment  of  his  interest  in  the  annuity,  render  the  interference 
of  the  court  necessary,  the  revocation  of  his  authority  to  receive 
the  moiety  of  the  annuity  to  which  the  wife  is  entitled,  and  com- 
mitting the  authority  to  a  trustee  of  the  appointment  of  the 
court. 

Without  prolonging  the  further  examination  of  the  case,  we 
are  satisfied  that  Mrs.  Sloan,  as  a  junior  mortgagee,  should  be  let 
in  to  redeem,  upon  the  payment  of  the  senior  mortgage  debt, 
subject  to  a  deduction  of  the  net  rents  and  profits  received  by 
the  purchaser  at  the  unauthorized  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, or  by  his  assignees,  or  which  with  reasonable  diligence  they 
could  have  received,  and  to  the  removal  of  the  husband  as 
trustee,  and  the  appointment  of  a  trustee  to  receive  her  moiety 
of  the  annuity  payable  during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  hus- 
band. The  decree  of  the  chancellor,  dismissing  her  bill,  must 
be  reversed,  and  a  decree  here  rendered  granting  the  relief  in- 
dicated. The  decree  dismissing  the  cross-bill  of  Belshaw  must 
be  affirmed. 
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which  have  not  been  agreed  ort  l)etwoen  the  parties,  whether  it 
coneistH  of  one  item  or  more,  is  an  oj^^n  account,  within  the  bar  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  of  three  years;  so,  also,  is  a  demand  for 
personal  or  professional  services  rendered,  the  value  of  whi«*h  «-an 
only  be  recovered  on  a  (inanliini  meruit;  but  a  claim  for  money 
paid  on  re(|ue8t,  un«rer  cin-umstances  from  whicli  the  law  implies 
a  promise  to  repay,  is  not  an  open  airount.  Cnylt'it  A<hnW  v. 
Johiixton,  254. 

2.  Slime;    projessiimal  sen  ices  0/  phijsiciatt. — A  demand  for  profes- 

sional services  as  a  physician,  rendere<l  to  the  intestate  in  his  life- 
time, is  an  oj>en  account,  when  the  value  ftf  the  services  was  not 
agreed  on  between  the  parties;  and  tin*  frequent  exj>ressions  and 
declarations  of  the  intestate,  showing  an  anxiety  that  the  claim 
should  l>e  paid,  but  not  admitting  an  indebtedness  in  any  particu- 
lar sum,  can  not  change  the  character  of  the  denuind.     //>.  ~'>4. 

3.  Same  ;  burial  erpeu^tes. — Burial  exjK'nses  of    the  ilecedent,   whi«h 

necessarily  devolve  on  his  friends  and  relations  l)efore  the  grant  of 
administration,  are  regarded  as  money  paid  on  the  request  of  the 
personal  rei>resentative,  and  the  law  implies  a  promise  on  his  part 
to  repay  it ;  and  a  claim  for  such  exi)ense8,  so  paid,  is  not  an  open 
account.     Ih.S.54. 

ACTION. 

1 .  Whe)i  action  lies  for  nuntey  had  ami  received. — An  action  for  money 

had  an<l  receive*!  is  an  eijuitable  remedy,  an«l  lies  whenever  the 
•lefendant  has  receiver!  money  which  in  g<xxl  coni^i'ience  he  ought 
not  to  retain,  and  which,  ex  .rf/un  et  Itoiio,  l>elongs  to  the  plaintiti'. 
P.  <t"  M.  Insurance  f 'o.  r.  Tunstall,  142. 

2.  Same;    by  mortyagor  against  mortgagee;  lies  when. — When   mort- 

gaged proi)erty  has  been  sold  untler  a  power  in  the  mortgage,  and 
the  prm-eeds  of  sale  have  Ikhmi  paid  to  the  mortgagee,  an  action  of 
assumpsit  lies  against  hint,  in  favor  of  the  mortgagor,  to  recover 
the  surplus  remaining  in  his  hands  after  paying  the  mortgage  debt 
and  the  reasonable  costs.     Hayes  r.  Wowts,  9.i. 

3.  Same  ;  proof  of  partial  payments  ;  statute  of  limitations  as  defense. 

In  sucn  action,  a  material  issue  is  as  to  the  correct  balance  due  on 
the  mortgage  debt,  and  the  amount  of  credits  to  which  the  mort- 
gagor is  entitled  ;  and  )>roof  of  items  for  gcxwls  or  chattels  delivered 
as  partial  payments  can  not  l>e  reject<Hl,  l)ecause  an  action  to  re- 
cover their  value  would  l>e  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
when  the  statute  is  not  pleaded.     /  b.  !fJ. 
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4.  Same  ;  whether  action  Hex  against  mortgagee  or  assignee. — The  action 

lies  against  the  mortgagee,  although  he  has  paid  the  money  over 
to  the  assignee,  wlien  it  appears  that  he  joined  with  the  assignee 
in  making  the  sale,  collected  the  money  as  agent  for  him,  the  as- 
signee being  a  non-resident,  and  knew  that  the  mortgagor  claimed 
that  the  debt  was  paid.     lb.  92. 

5.  When  action  on  the  case  lies. — The  principle  is  settled  by  repeated 

decisions,  that  an  action  on  the  case  lies  for  the  conversion,  or 
illegal  disposition  of  personal  property,  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
had  a  mere  lien,  or  equitable  mortgage,  on  which  he  could  not 
maintain  an  action  of  trover,  trespass,  or  detinue.  Harst  (k  Mc- 
Whorterr.  Hell  d-  Co.,.'t.W. 

6.  miction  against  lunnlcipal  corporation,  for  damages;  notice  of  defect  in 

street  or  side-iralk. — To  mamtain  an  action  against  a  municipal  cor- 
poration for  damages,  on  account  of  injuries  resulting  from  its  fail- 
ure to  keep  the  streets  and  side-walks  in  proi)er  repair,  the  plain- 
tiff must  aver  and  prove  actual  notic^e  of  the  defe(;t  in  the  street  or 
side-walk,  or  facts  from  which  constructive  notice  will  be  inferred  ; 
and  such  constructive  notice  may  be  inferred  from  the  notoriety  of 
the  defect,  and  its  continuance  for  such  length  of  time  as  to  raise 
the  presumption  that  the  proper  municipal  officers  did  in  fact 
know,  or  with  due  vigilance  and  care  ought  to  have  known  it. 
City  Council  of  Mordgomery  v.   WrigJU,  411. 

7.  Between  innocent  sufferers  by  wrongful  act  of  third  per smi,  as  between 

thenixelres. — When  one  of  two  innocent  persons  mxist  suffer  from 
the  tortiovis  act  of  a  third,  he  must  suffer  tlie  couaequences  who 
gave  the  aggressor  the  means  of  doing  the  wrongful  act.  Turner 
V.  F  linn,  oSa. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION, 

1 .  What  constitutes. — Although  a  deed  may  be  necessary  to  show  a  valid 

title  to  land,  it  is  not  an  essential  element  of  adverse  possession, 
which  may  be  actjuired  and  held  uuder  a  sale  of  -which  there  is  no 
written  evidencu^.     Dothard  r.  Denson,  ■'>4I.: 

2.  Same. — (Jood  faith  in  claiming  possession  and  title  is  an  indispens- 

able element  of  adverse  possession;  but  thi.s  doeis  not  imply  or 
involve  a  belief  on  the  part  of  the  possessor  in  the  strength  or 
validity  of  his  title,     fh.  ■'i^/. 

8.  Same. — When  a  i)erson  entt^rs  into  the  possession  of  land  as  the 

tenant  of  another,  or  in  subordination  to  the  title  of  another,  his 
possession  does  not  become  adverse  as  against  that  person,  nntil 
there  has  been  a  disclaimer  and  disavowal  of  his  title,  and  noticre 
thereof  brought  home  to  him,  either  actual,  or  so  open  and  notori- 
ous as  to  raise  the  i)resumption  of  notice ;  and  this  possession  does 
not  ripen  into  a  title,  unless  continued  subsequently,  without  inter- 
ruption, for  ten  years.     I  h.  o41- 

4.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title. — A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  may  recover 

upon  proof  of  possession  merely,  as  against  an  intruder  or  tres- 
passer, or  one  who  does  not  show  a  better  right ;  but  possession  is 
presumed,  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  be 
rightful,  and  in  subordination  to  the  true  title  ;  and  the  burden  of- 
proving  it  to  be  adverse,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  legal  title,  is 
on  the  party  a.sserting  it.     J  h.  541. 

5.  Adverse  possession  ;    ivhat  is,  and  how  proved. — To  constitute  a  right 

by  adverse  holding,  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  there  must 
be  an  actual  possession,  open  and  notorious ;  proof  of  a  recorded 
deed,  executed  more  than  ten  years  before  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  is  not  sufficient,  without  pro(jf  of  possession  taken  and 
held  under  it.     Lipscomb  v.  McClellan,  151. 
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6.  Declarations  of  ]>er80H  in  possession  of  land. — The  declarations  of  a 

person  in  possession  of  land,  as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  his 
possession,  are  competent  evidence  in  his  favor ;  but  his  statements 
as  to  the  person  from  whom  he  b«jn}^htit,  and  as  to  the  price  paid, 
are  merely  narrative  of  a  past  transaction,  and  are  not  admissible 
as  evidence.     Ih,  541. 

7.  Adverse  possession,  and  color  of  title  under  deed. — When  a  vendor 

conveys  by  deed  lands  particularly  designated,  or  described  by 
numbers,  metes  and  Injunds,  the  purchaser  acquires  title,  or  color 
of  title,  only  to  the  lands  within  the  designated  numbers  and  bound- 
aries ;  and  if  he  claims  adverse  possession,  imder  color  of  title,  of 
adjoining  lands  outside  of  those  numbers  and  boundaries,  because 
his  vendor  was  in  possession  thereof  at  tl)e  time  his  conveyance 
was  executed,  he  must  show  that  the  possession  thereof  was  de- 
livered to  him,  as  a  part  of  the  lands  sold  and  conveyed ;  otherwise, 
he  can  not  tack  his  vendor's  prior  possession  to  his  own  subse<iuent 
possession,  for  the  puriKtse  of  making  out  a  title  under  the  statute 
of  limitations.     Humes  r.  Bernstein,  540. 

8.  Proof  and  effect  of  acts  of  ownership. — On  the  question  of  adverse 

holding,  or  of  asserted  claim  of  right,  acts  of  ownership  are  legal 
evidence  to  go  before  the  jury  ;  but  they  are  not  the  equivalent  of  a 
claim  of  right,  which  is  a  conclusion  of  fact  to  be  drawn  by  the 
jury  from  all  tlie  evidence,  under  appropriate  instructions.    /  h.  546. 

9.  Eif'ect  of  adverse  possession  on  conveyance. — To  avoid  a  conveyance 

of  lands  matle  bv  one  who  is  out  of  possession,  on  the  ground  of 
adverse  possession  in  another,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  adverse 
possessor  should  have  color  of  title,  nor  is  it  sutiicient  to  show  only 
the  exercise  of  acts  of  ownership  by  him  ;  to  avoid  the  conveyance, 
he  must  be  in  adverse  possession,  "  exercising  acts  of  ownership, 
and  claiming  to  be  rightfully  in  possession."     Jb.  546. 

10.  Judicial  sdi's;  not  affected  by  adverse  possession. — A  judicial  sale — 

that  is,  a  sale  made  by  a  public  officer,- under  legal  process — is  not 
within  the  doctrine  against  maintenance,  and  its  validity  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  fact  that  the  land  is  at  the  time  in  the  possession  of  a 
third  person,  claiming  adverselv  to  the  defendant  in  the  jirocess. 
lb.  546. 

11.  Possession  as  evidence  of  title,  and  protection  to  possessor  apainst  sub- 

setjneut  incumbrance. — The  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  posses- 
sion of  land  by  a  purchaser,  i-luiming  it  as  his  own,  whether  in 
t^ust  or  otherwise,  is  cf)nstructive  notice  to  all  the  world  of  his  title, 
whether  it  be  legal  or  etiuitable;  and  he  is  entitled  to  protection 
against  a  mortgage  subsequently  executed  by  his  vendor,  and 
against  any  one  claiming  under  such  mortgage.  Satci/ers  v. 
Baker,  40. 

12.  Tcur-saJe;  deed  to  purchaser,  as  color  of  title. — When  Ian<ls  are  sold 

for  unpaid  taxes,  the  deed  to  the  purchaser,  though  it  may  be  in- 
valid as  a  conveyance  of  the  title,  is  color  of  title,  when  possession 
has  been  tiken  and  held  under  it;  and  is  a<lmissible  as  evidence 
for  the  grantee,  or  one  holding  under  him,  to  show  tlie  extent  of  the 
possession  according  to  the  boundaries  therein  descriV)ed.  Stovall 
V.  Fouler,  77. 

A(iEXCY. 

1.  Ratidca'ion  of  a'ffent's  unauthorized  act. — An  exchange  of  a  mule  for 
a  horse  having  been  made  without  authority  by  an  agent,  a  ilaim 
and  assertion  of  riglit  ami  title  Ui  the  hur.se  by  the  ijrincipal,  made 
with  knowledge  of  tlie  fa<-ts,  is  a  ratification  of  tlie  unauthorized 
exchange,  and  is  irrevocable.  Atkinson  v.  Jones,  :i4S. 
39 
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2.  Agent's  anthority  to  collect  or  retain. — An  agent  of  an  insurance  com- 

pany, having  authority  to  settle  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of 
a  deceased  person,  whose  estate  is  insolvent,  has  implied  power  to 
retain  for  a  debt  due  from  the  decedeVit  to  the  company,  when  the 
administrator  offers  to  allow  it.  Life  Association  of  America  v. 
Neville,  517. 

3.  Agent's  adynissions  or  decla rations;  rvhen  admissible  as  evidence  against 

principal. — The  admissions  or  declarations  of  an  agent  are  admis- 
sible as  evidence  against  his  principal,  only  when  made  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  as  agent,  and  so  closely  connected  with  the 
main  transaction  in  issue  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  the  res  gestee. 
Ala.  Gr.  So.  Railroad  Vo.  v.  Hawk,  112. 

4.  Declarations  of  conductor  and  engineer;  when  admissible  against  rail- 

road company. — In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  a  passenger,  a 
witness  for  the  plaintifTcan  not  be  allowed  to  testify,  that  the  con- 
ductor, "  a  few  minutes  after  the  plaintiff"  had  been  hurt,  asked  the 
engineer  why  he  did  not  respond  to  tlie  bell-call ;  and  that  the  en- 
gineer answered,  he  did  respond  to  all  the  bell-call  he  heard." 
lb.  112. 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  Of  complaint. — In  a  statutory  action  in  the  nature  of  ejectment,  if 

the  plaintiff,  being  the  holder  of  the  legal  title,  is  described  in  the 
summons  and  complaint  as  suing  for  the  use  of  another,  these 
words  may  be  struck  out,  by  amendment,  as  eurplusage.  Dane 
V.  Glennon,  160. 

2.  Of  summons. — In  determining  when  the  action  was  commenced,  the 

date  or  form  of  the  summons  is  not  conclusive,  it  being  amendable 
in  these  particulars  on  proper  evidence.  Ala.  Gr.  So.  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Hawk,  112.      . 

3.  Amendment  of  verdict. — A  general  verdict  is  always  sufficient,  when 

it  responds  in  substance  to  every  material  fact  involved  in  the 
issue  ;  and  the  court  may  put  it  in  proper  form,  with  or  without 
the  consent  of  the  jury  ;  but,  when  the  verdict  is  defective  in  sub- 
stance, the  court  has  no  power  to  amend  it,  but  should  send  the 
jury  buck  for  further  deliberation  ;  and  if  it  is  received,  and  the 
jury  discharged,  the  court  has  no  powerto  convene  the  jurors  on  a 
subsequent  dav,  and  let  them  perfect  it.  St.  Clair  v.  Caldwell  & 
Riddle,  527. 

4.  Same. — In  detinue,  or  the  corresponding  statutory  action  for  the  re- 

covery of  personal  property  in  specie,  brought  by  two  plaintiffs 
suing  jointly,  both  nuist  recover,  or  neither  can  ;  and  a  claim  to  the 
property  being  interposed  by  a  third  person,  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  only  is  defective  in  substance,  and  can  not  be 
amended  by  the  court;  nor  can  it  be  amended  by  the  jury,  on  a 
subsequent  day,  after  they  have  been  discharged.     Ih.  527 . 

o.  Amendment  of  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. — Atcommon  law,  a  judgment 
could  not  be  amended  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  which  it 
was  rendered  ;  and  while  the  statutory  provisions  authorizing  the 
correction  of  errors  or  mistakes  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  on 
record  or  guasi-record  evidence  (Code,  §  3154),  have  been  liberally 
construed,  they  are  confined  to  clerical  errors  or  mistakes,  leaving 
judicial  errors  to  be  corrected  by  appeal.  Whorley  v.  M.  &  C.  R. 
R.  Co.,  20. 

6,  Same ;  what  are  clerical  errors. — In  the  entry  of  a  final  judgment 
against  a  garnishee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  recite  the  fact  and 
amount  of  the  original  judgment  against  the  defendant;  and  his 
failure  to  do  so  is  a  clerical  error,  which  may  be  corrected  nunc  pro 
tunc  at  a  subsequent  term.     lb.  20. 
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7,  Amendment  affinal  decree,  at  svhfieijuent  term. — While  clerical  errors 

may  be  corrected  at  a  subseijuent  term,  the  sentence  and  judiirment 
of  the  court — that  which  has  been  deliberately  ordered  and  ad- 
judged in  the  final  decree — can  not  lie  changed  or  modified  at  a 
subsequent  term ;  and  this  is  as  true  of  that  part  of  the  decree 
which  adjudges  the  costs,  as  of  any  other  part.  Ex  parte  Robin- 
son, S90. 

8.  As  to  amendments  in  chancery,  see  title  Chancery,  92. 

ANNriTY: 


1.  To  husband  and  wife  during  their  joint  Kves,  and  to  survivor  for  life, 
payable  to  husband  '^ for  their  mutual  benefit;^'  uife's  interest  in. 
Where  an  annuity  is  created  by  deed,  charged  on  lands,  and  se- 
cured by  mortgage,  in  favor  of  husband  and  wife  during  their  joint 
lives,  and  to  the  survivor  for  life,  and  is  made  payable  to  the  hus- 
band "for  their  mutual  benefit;"  the  husband  does  not  take  the 
entire  interest  during'the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife,  but  he 
and  his  wife  take  bv  moieties;  he  receives  and  holds  her  portion 
as  trustee  for  her,  is  liable  to  accoimt  to  her  for  it,  and  can  not 
make  it  Ids  own,  nor  make  an  assignment  or  transfer  which  would 
affect  her  rights;  and  she  has  such  an  interest  as  entitles  her  to 
maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and  to  redeem 
from  an  older  mortgage  on  the  lands.     Sloan  r.  Frothinghum,  589. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  Assignment  of  promissory  note  by  separate  writing. — As  between  the 

assignor  and  assignee,  a  valid  assignment  of  a  promissory  note  may 
be  made  by  a  separate  instrument  of  writing,  without  indorsement 
or  delivery  of  the  note,  and  without  notice  to  the  maker ;  and  an 
antecedent  debt,  or  existing  liability,  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  such  assignment.  P.  &  if.  Insurance  Co.  c.  Tunstall, 
142. 

2.  Same  ;  when  note  is  held  by  adverse  claimant. — Such  an  assignment, 

transferring  the  entire  interest  in  the  note,  is  not  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  nor  void  for  maintenance  or  chamj>erty,  because  the 
note  is  at  the  time  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  claiming  ad- 
versely to  the  as.signor,  or  as  collateral  security  tor  a  debt  due  from 
him  ;  but,  until  notice  of  the  assignment  is  given  to  the  maker  and 
holder,  all  dealings  between  them  and  the  assignor  in  reference  to 
the  note,  if  made  in  good  faith,  and  for  valuable  consideration,  will 
be  protected.     Jb.  142. 

3.  Assignment  of  unplanted  cropn. — .^tcommon  law,  unplanteil  crops,  or 

other  things  not  having  an  existence, actual  or  potential,  were  not  the 
subject  (A  sale,  assignment,  or  mortgage ;  but,  in  a  court  of  equity, 
such  sale,  assignment  or  mortgage  creates  an  equitable  interest, 
which  attaches  to  the  property  when  it  comes  into  existence,  or  is 
acquired,  and  which  the  court  will  enforce  and  protect  against  all 
other  persons  than  bona  fide  purchasers  without  notice ;  and  for 
the  conversion  or  illegal  disposition  of  the  projiertv,  with  notice  of 
the  lien,  an  action  on  the  case  mav  be  mamtaine^.  Hurst  &  Mc- 
WhorUr  V.  Bell  A  Co.,  S36. 

4.  Assignments  of  policy  of  life-insurance  ;  garnishment  against  first  as- 

signee, after  assignment  of  surplus. — The  holder  of  a  policy  of  life- 
insurance  having  transferred  it  as  collateral  security  to  one  of  his 
creditors,  and  afterwards  assigned  his  interest  in  the  residue  to  a 
second  creditor,  other  creditors  can  not,  by  garnishment  subse- 
quently sued  out  against  the  first  assignee,  reach  the  surplus  re- 
maining in  his  hands  after  the  secured  debts  have  been  paid  ;  nor 
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can  they  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  the  money  having  been  paid' 
into  court  by  the  garnishee,  to  compel  the  second  assignee  to  ex- 
haust other  securities  held  by  him  before  resorting  to  the  surplus. 
Henderson  v.  Ala.  Gold  Life  Ins.  Co.,  52. 

5.  Election  by  creditor,  to  take  under  or  against  assignment. — A  creditor, 

secured  by  an  assignment  of  property  voluntarily  executed  by  the 
debtor,  may  elect  whether  he  will  accept  its  provisions,  or  will  as- 
sert his  rights  independent  of  it ;  but  he  must  accept  or  reject  it 
as  an  entirety,  and  can  not  accept  it  in  part  and  repudiate  it  in  part 
— he  can  not  claim  both  under  and  against  it.  Hatchett  v.  Blan- 
ton,  433. 

6.  Same. — A  general  recite  in  the  assignment,  that  it  is  the  purpose 

and  intention  of  the  grantor  to  appropriate  the  property  assigned  to 
the  payment  of  partnership  and  individual  debts  as  a  court  of 
equity  would  marshal  the  assets,  does  not  authorize  the  court,  at 
the  instance  of  a  secured  creditor,  to  change  or  subvert  the  uses 
expressly  declared,  and  to  appropriate  property  to  the  payment 
of  partnership  debts,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  in  fact  partnership 
property,  when  the  deed  treats  it  as  individual  property,  and 
directs  its  appropriation  first  to  the  payment  of  individual  debts. 
lb.  423. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  What  demands  may  be  reached  by  garnishment. — The  principle  is  well 

settled,  that  only  su(!li  debts  or  money  demands  can  be  reached 
by  garnishment,  as  the  defendant  himself  might  recover  by  action 
of  debt,  or  indebitatus  assumpsit,  in  his  own  name  ;  and  when  the 
defendant  has  no  such  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  in  the  process 
can  assert  no  better  right,  unless  he  can  show  some  fraud  or  col- 
lusion, by  which  his  legal  rights  are  prejudiced.  Ale.vander  v.  Pol- 
lock (t-  Co.,  137. 

2.  Same. — Where  the  garnishees  answer,  that  the  defendant  is  in  their 

emploj'  as  a  clerk,  at  an  agreed  compensation  of  $25  per  week, 
payable  in  advance,  and  so  paid  at  the  beginning  of  each  week, 
each  party  reserving  the  privilege  of  terminating  the  contract  at 
any  time  without  cause,  there  is  no  liability  which  can  be  reached 
by  the  garnishment ;  and  the  fact  that  this  contract  was  made,  on 
the  service  of  the  garnishment,  with  the  intent,  on  the  part  of  the 
debtor,  to  defeat  the  garnishment  proceedings,  does  not  render  the 
garnishees  liable,  when  it  does  not  appear  that  they  participated 
in  his  fraudulent  intent,  and  he  refused  to  continue  in  their  em- 
ployment under  the  former  contract  between  them,  by  which  his 
wages  were  payable  monthly  in  advance.     lb.  137. 

3.  Same. — Proceedings  by  attachment  and  garnishment,  in  courts  of 

law,  are  purely  of  statutory  origin,  and  can  operate  only  on  the 
legal  rights  of  the  defendant  in  attachment — that  is,  such  rights  as 
he  could  enforce  by  action  at  law  in  his  own  name ;  and  money  in 
the  hands  of  a  garnishee  can  not  be  reached,  unless  the  defendant 
himself  could  recover  it  of  the  garnishee  by  action  of  debt  or  in- 
debitatus assum,psit. — Henderson  v.  Ala.  Gold  Life  Iris.  Co.,  32. 

4.  Same;  assigned  policy  of  life-insurance. — The  holder  of  a  policy  of 

life-insurance  having  transferred  it  as  collateral  security  to  one  of 
his  creditors,  and  afterwards  assigned  his  interest  in  the  residue  to 
a  second  creditor,  other  creditors  can  not,  by  garnishment  subse- 
quently sued  out  against  the  first  assignee,  reach  the  surplus  re- 
maining in  his  hands  after  the  secured  debts  have  been  paid  ;  nor 
can  they  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  the  money  having  been  paid 
into  court  by  the  garnishee,  to  compel  the  second  assignee  to 
exhaust  other  securities  held  by  him  before  resorting  to  the  sur- 
plus,    lb.  32. 
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5.  Levy  of  attachment  on  land ;  death  of  defendant  before  judgment. 

When  an  attachment  is  levied  on  lands,  the  death  of  the  (defend- 
ant before  judgment  dissolves  the  attachment,  and  destroys  the 
lien  ;  and  though  the  action  is  revived  against  the  administrator, 
and  judgment  recovered  against'  him,  the  lands  can  not  be  sold 
under  execution  issued  on  it.     Lipscomh  r.  MrClellan,  1'>1. 

6.  By  vhom  issued. — A  notary  public,  who  is  also  ex  officio  a  justice  of 

.the  peace,  has  no  power  or  authority  to  issue  an  attachment  re- 
turnable to  the  Circuit  Court.     Xordlinger  r.  Gordon,  i.39. 

7.  Judgment  against  (jnrninhee  ;  recital  of  judgment  against  defendant. 

A  garnishment  on  a  judgment  Vieinjj  consequential  and  auxiliary 
onlv,  the  final  judgment  against  the  garnishee  must  recite  the  fact 
and  amount  of  the  judgment  against  the  original  defendant.  Whor- 
ley  r.  }f.  d'  C.  Railroad  Co.,  20. 

8.  Same;  amendment  of  judgment. — In  the  entrj' of  a  final  judgment 

against  a  garnishee,  it  is  the  <luty  of  the  clerk  to  recite  the  fact 
and  amount  of  the  original  judgment  against  the  defendant ;  and 
his  failure  to  do  so  is  a  clerical  error,  which  may  be  corrected  nunc 
pro  tunc  at  a  subsequent  term.     lb.  20. 

ATTORNEY  AT  LAW. 

\.  Attorney's  lien. — The  lien  of  an  attorney  at  law,  for  his  stipulated 
or  reasonable  fee,  is  limited  to  the  judgment  recovered  in  the  par- 
ticular case  in  which  his  services  were  rendered ;  and  it  does  not 
extend  to  lands,  or  other  like  property  of  the  client,  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  the  litigation.     McWilliams  v.  Jenkinn,  480. 

2.  Purchase  by  attorney,  at  sale  under  e.recution  in  faror  of  client. — An 

attorney,  having  recovered  a  judgment  for  his  client,  and  having 
the  control  thereof,  can  not,  without  the  concent  of  bis  client,  ex- 
press or  implied,  become  the  purchaser  of  lands  at  a  sale  under 
execution  issued  thereon  ;  and  if  he  does  so  pun-hase,  he  becomes, 
like  any  other  agent,  a  trustee  for  his  client.  Such  a  trust  arises 
h\  operation  of  law,  and  continues  until  barred  by  lapse  of  time, 
or  until  terminated  by  an  election  to  ratify  the  purchase,  thereby 
giving  it  validity.     Pearce  v.  Gamble  ct  Boiling,  341. 

3.  Same ;  when  receiver  may  enforce  such  implied  trust.— ^A  receiver, 

api)ointed  by  the  Chancerv'  Court,  succeeding  to  all  the  rights  and 
remedies  of  the  client,  and  authorized  to  sue,  may  file  a  bill  to  en- 
force this  implied  trust  against  the  attorney  ;  and  the  on  m»  is  on 
the  attorney  to  show  that  the  right  has  been  lost  by  laches,  or  that 
the  purchase  has  been  ratified.     lb.  341. 

BAILMENT. 

L  Conversion  by  bailee;  when  bailor  can  sue. — If  the  hirer  of  a  mule 
exchanges  the  animal  for  another  during  the  term,  without  the 
consent  or  authority  of  the  owner,  this  is  a  conversion,  for  which 
the  owner  may  at  once  terminate  the  bailment ;  and  he  may  sue 
for  his  mule  before  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  hiring.  Atkinson 
V.  Jones,  24s. 

BASTARDY. 

L  Xnture  of  proceeding. — A  prosecution  under  the  statute  relating  to 
bastardv  (Code,  §§  4071-93)  is  neither  strictly  civil  nor  strictly 
criminal,  but  partakes  of  the  nature  of  lx)th,  and  is  rather  of  a 
qM«.s/-criminal  character.     Dorgau  r.  The  State,  17S. 

2.  Challenge  of  jurors;  hoiv  many  allon-ed. — The  statute  does  not  pre- 
scribe the  number  of  peremptory  challenges,  to  which  the  defend- 
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ant  shall  be  entitled ;  and  he  can  not  complain  that  he  was  allowed 
only  four  challenges,  as  in  civil  cases,  instead  of  six,  as  in  crim- 
inal cases,     lb.  173. 

3.  Proof  that  prosecutrix  is  an  unmarried  woman. — When  the  com- 

plaint, being  in  proper  form,  and  under  oath,  alleges  that  the 
prosecutrix  is  ai  single  woman,  the  truth  of  that  allegation  is  nec- 
essarily a  part  of  the  issue  to  be  tried  ;  and  on  the  issue  made  up 
under  the  direction  of  the  court,  "as  to  who  was  the  real  father  of 
the  child  mentioned  in  the  complaint,"  the  jury  having  returned  a 
verdict  against  the  defendant,  finding  that  he  was  the  father  of  the 
child,  this  court  will  not  reverse  the  judgment,  because  the  record 
does  not  affirmatively  show  that  proof  was  made -of  the  fact  that 
the  prosecutrix  was  a  single  woman.     Ih.  173. 

4.  Jurisdiction  of  justice;  firmer  acqxdttal. — In  a  prosecution  for  bas- 

tardy (Code,  §§  4071-80),  the  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  the 
complaint  is  made,  has  no  more  power  to  render  a  final  judgment 
of  acquittal,  than  a  judgment  of  conviction ;  and  if  he  finds  from  the 
evidence  adduced  that  there  is  not  probable  cause  to  believe  that 
the  defendant  is  the  father  of  the  child,  and  therefore  discharges 
him,  such  discharge  can  not  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  prosecu- 
tion.    Nicholson  v.  The  State,  176. 

5.  Relevancy  of  suspicious  circumstances,  implying  admission  or  con- 

sciousness  of  guilt. — In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  the  defendant 
denying  that  he  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix  at  the 
time  alleged  by  her,  but  admitting  that  he  then  had  opportunities 
for  such  intercourse,  and  that  he  had  intercourse  with  her  at  a 
subsequent  time ;  the  fact  that,  during  the  woman's  pregnancy, 
which  was  well  known  in  the  neighborhood,  he  made  inquiries  and 
offers  to  pay  for  the  means  of  making  a  Avoman  miscarry,  is  rele- 
vant and  competent  evidence  against  him,  though  he  professed  to 
make  such  inquiries  and  offers  for  another  person.     lb.  176. 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

1.  General  exception  to  entire  charge. — A  general  exception  to  an  entire 

charge,  containing  several  separate  and  separable  clauses,  some  of 
which  are  correct,  can  not  be  sustained ;  the  particular  clauses, 
supposed  to  contain  error,  should  be  specifically  excepted  to. 
Farley  v.  The  State,  170. 

2.  General  exception  to  charges  given  or  refused. — A  general  exception 

to  several  charges  given  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  of  them 
is  erroneous  ;  and  in  like  manner,  a  general  exception  to  the  refusal 
of  several  charges  asked  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  one  of 
them  emboilies  a  correct  leg:al  proposition  applicable  to  the  evi- 
dence.    Stovall  V.  Foivler,  77. 

3.  Conflict  between  judgment-entry  and  bill  of  exception s . — When  there 

is  a  conflict  between  the  judgment-entry  and  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
as  to  matters  of  which  the  latter  should  properly  speak,  its  recitals 
must  control  those  of  the  judgment-entrv.  Hurst  &  McWhorter 
V.  Bell  &  Co.,  336. 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE,  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

1.  Assignment  of  promissory  note  by  separate  writing. — As  between  the 

assignor  and  assignee,  a  valid  assignment  of  a  promissory  note  may 
be  made  by  a  separate  instrument  of  writing,  without  indorsement 
or  delivery  of  the  note,  and  without  notice  to  the  maker;  and  an 
antecedent  debt,  or  existing  liability,  is  a  sufficient  consideration 
to  support  such  assignment.  P.  <k  M.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Tunstall,  142. 

2.  Same;  when  note  is  held  by  adverse  claimant. — Such  an  assignment, 

transferring  the  entire  interest  in  the  note,  is  not  contrary  to  pub- 
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lie  policy,  nor  void  for  maintenance  or  champerty,  because  the 
note  is  at  the  time  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  claiminir  ad- 
versely to  the  assignor,  or  as  collateral  security  for  a  deht  ilue  from 
liim  ;  V)ut,  until  nijlice  of  the  assij^ment  is  given  to  the  maker  and 
holder,  all  dealings  between  them  and  the  assignor  in  refert-nce  to 
the  note,  if  ma<le  in  good  faith,  and  for  valuable  consideration,  wilL 
lie  protected.     lb.  142. 

3.  Promi»!*ory  note;  time  of  payment  omitted  or  uncertain;  parol  evidence 

in  aid  uf. — A  promissory  note  ought,  regularly,  to  express  on  its 
face  the  time  at  which  it  is  payable ;  and  if  no  time  is  expressed, 
or  plainly  manifested,  and  a  blank  is  not  left  for  the  insertion  of  a 
day  of  payment  at  the  option  of  the  payee,  resort  may  be  had  to 
extrinsic  evidence,  showing  the  circumstances,  under  which  the 
note  was  executed,  and  the  design  of  the  parties  in  executing  it, 
in  order  to  ex])lain  an  evident  ^mission,  and  to  fix  the  tinje  at 
which  it  was  intended  to  make  the  note  payable.  Boykin  v.  Bank 
of  Mobile,  263. 

4.  Same. — A  promissory  nore  payable  ^' seventy-five  after  date,"  nego- 

tiable ant\  payable  in  bank,  and  proved  to  have  been  made  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  j)ayees,  who  were  commission-merchants  in 
Mobile,  to  aid  them  in  their  business,  and  delivered  to  them  In-  the 
maker,  construed  to  be  payable  seventy-five  days  after  date  ;  and 
parol  evidence  was  held  admissible,  in  aid  of  the  evident  omission, 
showing  the  character  of  negotiable  paper,  as  to  length  of  time  of 
maturity,  which  the  banks  in  the  city  would  accept.     /  b.  262. 

5.  Transfer  of  negotiable  note  as  collateral  security;  rights  of  holder, 

and  defenses  by  maker. — A  creditor,  receiving  negotiable  paper  as 
collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a  pre-existing  debt,  is  not 
regarded  as  having  acquired  it  for  a  valuable  consideration  in  the 
usual  course  of  trade,  and  is  not  entitle<l  to  protection  against  equi- 
ties and  defenses  on  the  part  of  the  maker  of  which  he  had  no  no- 
tice ;  and  under  the  decisions  of  this  court,  contrarj'  to  the  weight 
of  authority,  accommodation  paper  is  not  an  exception  to  this  rule. 
lb.  262. 

6.  Same. — To  constitute  a  purchaser  for  value,  of  notes  or  paper  agreed 

to  be  transferred  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  contemporane- 
ously contracted,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  notes  or  paper  should 
be  particularly  described  at  the  time ;  when  the  securities  are  sub- 
sequently transferred,  in  execution  of  the  agreement,  it  is  rendered 
sj>ecific  and  certain,  and  the  creditor  becomes  a  holder  for  value. 
lb.  26:i. 

7.  Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to  terms  of  agreement  for  transfer  of  note  as 

collatfrul  security. — In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a  negotiable 
promissory  note,  proved  to  have  been  given  for  the  accommotlation 
of  the  payees,  and  by  them  transferred  to  the  plaintifi  bank  as 
collateral  security  for  a  loan  ;  the  (lefense  being  want  of  consider- 
ation, an<l  the  terms  of  the  agreement  for  the  transfer  being  con- 
troverted— whether  it  was  subsecjuent  to  the  loan,  or  was  made 
under  an  agreement  contemiwraneous  with  the  loan  ;  the  fact  that 
no  jX)rtion  of  the  money  loaned  was  drawn  out  of  the  bank  until 
after  the  transfer  of  the  note,  is  relevant  and  competent  e\idence 
for  the  plaintiff.     lb.  262. 

8.  When  note  or  bill  operates  as  payment. — ^The  giving  by  a  debtor  of  his 

own  bill  or  note,  though  negotiable,  does  not  operate  to  discharge 
the  debt,  unless  it  is  accepted  as  an  absolute  payment ;  but,  while 
it  is  regarded,  prima  facie,  as  only  collateral  or  additional  security, 
all  the  authorities  concur  that,  by  express  agreement,  it  may  l>e 
regarded  as  a  satisfaction  and  a  bar.     Keel  v.  Larkin,  4^3. 

9.  Same. — The  English  cases  retjuire  an  express  agreement,  unless  the 

bills  received  have  been  negotiated,  and  are   outstanding  against 


616  INDEX. 

BILLS  AND  l^OTES— Continued. 

the  defendant ;  but  the  modern  American  authorities,  viewing  it 
as  a  question  of  intention,  hold  that  an  imphed  agreement,  to  be 
determined  by  the  jury  from  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts,  may 
have  the  same  effect ;  and  this  is  adoj)ted  by  this  court  as  the  cor- 
rect rule.  lb.  493. 
I  10.  State's  liability  as  indor.ser  of  railroad  bonds. — The  State  being  an 
accommodation  indorser  of  railroad  bonds,  and  the  company  hav- 
ing transferred  its  bonds  to  the  contractor  engaged  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  first  twenty  miles  of  its  road,  and,  after  procuring  the 
State's  indorsement  on  the  completion  of  said  twenty  miles,  again 
delivered  them  to  him  in  payment  of  the  company's  debt  to  him ; 
such  use  of  them  being  unauthorized,  and  fraudulent  as  against  the 
State,  no  liability  rested  on  it  by  virtue  of  its  indorsement,  while 
the  bonds  remained  in  the  hands  of  said  contractor,  or  were  in  the 
hands  of  any  other  person  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  misap- 
plication.    Gilman,  Sons  d:  Co.  v.  X.  0.  d:  S.  Railroad  Co.,  566. 

11.  Same;  rights  of  bona  fide  holder. — But,  such  indorsed  bonds  being 

negotiable  instruments,  and  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  all 
other  commercial  paper,  the  State  would  become  lial)le,  as  an  ac- 
commodation indorser,  to  any  bona  fide  holder  who  acquired  them 
for  value,  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  without  knowledge  or 
notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  the  misapplication  bj'  the  com- 
pany or  its  immediate  transferree.     lb.  566. 

12.  Same;  burden  of  proof  as  to  character  of  transfer. — AVhen  a  subse- 

quent holder  of  sucli  bonds  seeks  to  enforce  the  State's  liability 
as  indorser,  the  original  misappropriation  of  them  being  shown, 
■  the  law  casts  on  him  the  burden  of  proving  that  be  acquired  them 
in  good  faith,  for  value,  and  in  the  usual  course  of  business. 
lb.  5GG. 

13.  Same;  tchat  is  purchase  for  value,  and  in  usual  course  of  business. 

The  sale  or  exchange  of  such  indorsed  bonds  for  shares  of  stock 
in  another  railroad  corporation,  or  in  a  joint-stock  company  or  cor- 
poration engaged  in  the  business  of  constructing  railroads  by  con- 
tract, is  an  ordinar}- commercial  transaction  ;  and  in  determining 
whether  the  purchase  is  for  value,  the  safei-  doctrine  is,  when  no 
question  of  usury  is  involved,  that  the  amount  of  the  considera- 
tion, value  being  parted  with,  is  only  material  as  bearing  on  the 
question  of  notice.     lb.  566. 

14.  Same;  proof  of  notice,  or  v;ant  of  notice. — In  such  case,  the  pre- 

sumption is  of  a  want  of  notice,  since  it  is  not  probable,  though 
possible,  that  notice  of  the  original  fraud  or  illegality  would  be 
communicated  to  a  subsequent  holder,  thereby  defeating  the  trans- 
fer ;  and  the  burden  of  proving  notice  resting  on  the  party  who 
assails  the  title  of  the  holder,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  only  that 
he  acquired  the  bonds  under  circumstances  which  would"  have 
excited,  in  the  mind  of  a  prudent  man,  suspicions  as  to  the  title  of 
the  party  from  whom  he  purchased.     lb.  566. 

BILL  OF  PARTICULARS. 

1.  How  made  part  of  record. — "A  list  of  the  items  composing  the  ac- 
count sued  on''  (Code,  §  2984),  like  a  bill  of  particulars  at  com- 
mon law,  is  not  a  part  of  the  record,  unless  made  so  by  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions ;  and  when  not  so  presented,  it  cannot  be  considered  by 
this  court  for  any  purpose.     Hayes  v.  Woods,  92. 

BONDS. 

1.  Appeal  or  writ  of  error  bond  in  Federal  courts;  costs  recoverable  on 
affirmance,  though  bond  not  operative  as  siqjersedeas. — In  an  action 
on  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  bond,  given  on  the  removal  of  a  judg- 
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ment  from  a  Circuit  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  I'nited 

States,  and  conditioned  that  the  appellant  or  plaintiff  "shall 
prosecute  said  writ  of  error  to  effect,  an<l  answer  all  dainajres  and 
costs  if  he  fail  to  make  his  plea  good"  (V.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §^  \,000et 
seq.),  although  the  lx)nd  may  not  ojierate  as  a  »ti}>er»e(h'a»  of  tlie 
judgment,  a  recoverj-  may  Ije  had  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  if 
the  judgment  is  affirmed.     Crowder  r.  Morgan,  .55.5. 

2.  .Saw*' ;   vhen  operative  as  supersedeas. — Under  the  United  States 

statutes  regulating  writs  of  error  and  api>eals  (Rev.  Stat.  ^^  1,000 
et  seq.),  as  ju«licially  construed  by  the  Federal  courts,  the  bond 
does  not  oi)erate  a.s  a  Kuperxedeas  of  the  judgment,  unless  it  is  ap- 
prove<l  by  a  justice  or  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  a  copy  of  the 
writ  of  error  is  deposited,  lor  the  adverse  party,  with  the  clerk  of 
said  court.     lb.  odo. 

3.  Coiistahle' s  bond ;  serondary  proof  of. — ^There  is  no  statute  requiring 

or  authorizing  the  recording  of  a  constable's  bond,  although  it  is  re- 
quired to  be  "approved  by  the  judge  of  probate,  and  kept  in  his 
office"  (Code,  $  764) ;  an(l  without  such  statutory  authoritv,  the 
mere  recording  of  it  does  not  make  the  record  comiHJtent  evidence 
as  a  copy:  to  make  such  record  admissible  evidence,  it  must  be 
proved  to  be  a  correct  copy,  after  a  proi>er  predicate  has  been  laid 
for  the  introiluction  of  secondary  evidence.    Martin  r.  Hall,  587. 

4.  Administrator's  official  bond;   limitation  of  action  against  sureties. 

Under  the  statute  which  prescribes  six  years  as  the  limitation  of 
"actions  against  the  sureties  of  executors,  administrators  or  guar- 
dians, for  any  misfeasance  or  malfeasance  whatever  of  their  prin- 
cipal, the  time  to  be  computed  from  the  act  done  or  omitted  by 
their  principal  which  fixes  the  liability  of  the  surety"  (Code, 
$  3228,  subil.  7) ;  the  word  actions,  being  liberally  con.strued,  in- 
cludes a  summary  execution  against  the  surety,  on  the  return  of 
"  No  property  found  "  on  an  execution  issued  on  a  decree  against 
his  prmcipal ;  the  statute  begins  to  rini  from  the  rendition  of  the 
decree  against  tlie  principal ;  and  when  the  decree  is  revived,  no 
execution  having  issued  on  it  l>efore  revivor,  the  statute  is  availa- 
ble to  the  sureties  as  a  defense  against  a  summary  execution  on 
the  revived  decree,  issued  more  than  six  years  after  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  original  decree.     Martin  v.  Tall;/,  24. 

5.  State-indorsed  railroad  bonds;  bonds  for  Jirst  twentij  miles  of  road. 

Under  the  act  approved  Fel)ruary  21st,  1870,  entitled  "An  act  to 
furnish  the  aid  and  credit  of  the  State  of  Alabama  for  the  purpose 
of  expediting  the  construction  of  railroads  "  (Session  A<-ts  1869-70, 
pp.  149-57),  it  was  contemplated  that  the  first  twenty  miles  of  the 
railroad  should  l>e  completed  and  equipjied  from  the  resources  of 
the  corporation,  before  any  of  its  bonds  should  be  indorsed  by  the 
State,  and  that  the  indorsed  bonds  should  be  used  and  applied 
in  the  further  construction  of  the  road ;  and  the  l>onds  referring 
on  their  face  to  the  statute  under  which  they  were  indorse*!,  every 
person  taking  them  from  the  railroad  company  was  put  on  inquiry, 
and  was  chargeable  witii  notice  of  the  re<iuirements  of  the  statute, 
of  the  relation  of  the  State  as  indorser,  and  of  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses for  which  the  company  could  legally  transfer  them.  Oilman , 
Sons  tt  Co.  V.  X.  O.  it  S.  Railroad  Co.,  566. 

6.  Same;  misapplication  of  said  bonds. — The  company  having  trans- 

ferred its  bonds  to  the  contractor  engaged  in  the'  con.struction  of 
the  first  twenty  miles  of  its  road,  and,  after  procuring  the  State's 
indorsement  on  the  completion  of  said  twenty  miles,  again  delivered 
them  to  him  in  j)aynient  of  the  company's  debt  to  him  ;  such  use 
of  them  l>eing  unauthorized,  and  fraudulent  as  against  the  State, 
no  liability  rested  on  it  by  virtue  of  its  indorsement,  while  the 
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bonds  rt'miiined  in  the  hands  of  said  contractor,  or  were  in  the 
hands  of  any  other  person  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the  mis- 
application,    lb.  566. 

7.  Same ;  rights  of  bona  fide  holder. — But,  such  indorsed  bonds  being 

negotiable  instruments,  and  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  all 
other  commercial  paper,  the  State  would  become  liable,  as  an  ac- 
commodation indorser,  to  any  bona  fide  holder  who  acquired  them 
for  value,  in  the  usual  course  of  business,  without  knowledge  or 
notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  the  misapplication  ]jy  the  com- 
pany or  its  immediate  transferree.     lb.  566. 

8.  Same ;  burden  of  proof  as  to  character  of  transfer. — When  a  subse- 

quent holder  of  such  bonds  seeks  to  enforce  the  State's  liability  as 
indorser,  the  original  misappropriation  of  them  being  shown,  the 
law  casts  on  him  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  acquired  them  in 
good  faith,  for  value,  and  in  the  usual  cour.^e  of  business.     lb.  566. 

9.  Same ;  ivhat  is  purchase  for  value,  and  in  usual  course  of  business. 

The  sale  or  exchange  of  such  indorsed  bonds  for  shares  of  stock  in 
another  railroad  corporation,  or  in  a  joint-stock  company  or  corpo- 
ration engage'!  in  the  business  of  constructing  railroads  by  contract, 
is  an  ordinary  commercial  transaction  ;  and  in  determining  whether 
the  purchase  is  for  value,  the  safer  doctrine  is,  when  no  question 
of  usury  is  involved,  that  the  amount  of  the  consideration,  value 
being  parted  with,  is  only  materal  as  bearing  on  the  question  of 
notice.     lb.  566. 

10.  Same;  proof  of  notice,  or  want  of  notice. — In  such  case,  the  pre- 

sumption is  of  a  want  of  notice,  since  it  is  not  probable,  though 
possible,  that  notice  of  the  original  fraud  or  illegality  would  be 
comnmnicated  to  a  subsequent  holder,  thereby  defeating  the  trans- 
fer ;  and  the  burden  of  proving  notice  resting  on  the  party  who  as- 
sails the  title  of  the  holder,  it  is  not  enough  to  show  only  that  he 
acquired  the  bonds  under  circumstances  which  would  have  excited, 
in  the  mind  of  a  prudent  man,  suspicions  as  to  the  title  of  the  party 
from  whom  he  purchased.     lb.  566. 

11.  Subrogation  of  holders  of  indorsed  bonds,  to  State's  statutory  lien 

and  priority. — The  holders  of  such  indorsed  bonds  who  have  ac- 
quired them  in  good  faith,  for  valuable  consideration,  and  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  are  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  stat- 
utory lien  and  priority  of  the  State,  on  the  railroad  company  be- 
coming insolvent,  and  making  default  in  the  payment  of  the  bonds 
according  to  their  terms ;  and  this  subrogation  may  be  declared  in 
a  suit  between  the  holders  of  such  bonds,  some  of  whom  are  not 
entitled  to  share  in  the  protection  given  to  the  others,  and  although 
the  State  is  not  a  party  and  can  not  be  sued.     lb.  566. 

12.  Ta. c- collector' s  bond;  discharge  of  .sureties  by  judgment  discharging 

principal. — Where  a  tax-collector  executed  an  additional  bond,  as 
required  on  the  address  of  the  grand  jury  (Code,  §§  184-90),  on 
which  was  one  new  surety  besides  the  sureties  on  the  first  bond ; 
and  separate  actions  were  brought  on  each  bond,  and  the  same 
breaches  assigned  for  a  default  covered  by  each  ;  held,  that  a  judg- 
ment on  verdict  in  an  action  on  the  first  bond,  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants, operated  as  a  discharge  of  the  principal  and  sureties  on 
the  second  bond,  and  was  pleadable  in  bar  of  the  action  on  that 
bond.     The  State  v.  Parker,  181. 

CHAMPERTY.     See  Bills  of  Exchange,  and  Promissory  Notes,  2. 

CHANCERY. 

1.    Jurisdiction,  and  General  Principles. 

1.  Administration;  when  distributees  may  sue. — As  a  general  rule,  dis- 
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tributees  or  next  of  kin  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  an  administra- 
tion duly  granted,  maintain  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  (or  the  mere 
purp<»He«  of  administration,  nur.  in  the  ab.-ence  of  special  circum- 
Ktaiices,  maintain  a  suit  for  tlie  collection  of  personal  assets;  and 
although  there  are  exceptional  cases,  in  which  a  court  of  eijuity 
will  decree  distribution  directly  to  tlie  next  of  kin,  witiiout  the  in- 
tervention of  an  administrator,  when  it  is  clearly  sliown  that,  if 
one  were  appointed,  his  only  duty  would  be  distribution  ;  yet  such 
relief  will  not  be  granted  at  the  instance  of  the  next  of  kin  of  a  de- 
ceased adult  legatee,  upon  a  mere  general  allegation  that  there  are 
no  outstanding  debts  against  his  estate,  when  such  allegation  is 
made  upon  information  and  l)elicf  merely,  and  it  is  not  shown  that 
the  information  was  obtained  from  persons  having  knowledge  of 
the  facts.     Sulliian  v.  Lawler,  6S,  12,  74. 

2.  .Srtni«'.— The  distributees  (f  a  ilecedent's  estate  can  not  maintain  a 

bill  in  e<iuity  against  the  personal  representaiive  and  debtors  of 
the  estate  jointly,  without  alleging  fraud  and  collusion  between 
them,  or  a  refusal  by  the  personal  representjjtive  to  sue  for  and 
collect  the  del)ts.     J'b.  OS. 

3.  Same. — Where  the  testator  devised  to  his  widow  a  life-estate  in  all 

his  property,  and  directed  "  the  balance  "  of  the  estate  at  her  death 
"  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be  equally  divided  among  his 
children,"  making  his  widow  executrix;  administration  on  his  es- 
tate, after  the  death  of  the  widow, is  necessary, before  the  remainder- 
men can  maintain  a  suit  in  their  own  names.     lb.  74. 

4.  Decedent's  estate;   removal  of  seltleiwut  into  etjuitif. — The  settlement 

of  a  decedent's  estate  can  not  be  removed  into  equitj'  by  the 
l>ersonal  representative,  in  any  case,  or  at  any  time,  without  the 
assignment  of  some  particular  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction  ;  nor 
can  it  be  removed  at  the  instance  of  a  distributee,  or  other  party 
beneficially  interested,  after  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court 
has  attached  and  commenced  to  be  exercised,  unless  some  ques- 
tion of  special  e<juitable  cognizance  is  involved,  which  the  Probate 
Court  is  incompetent  to  determine.     Shackelford  v.  Baukhead,  476. 

5.  Insolvent  estate;  removal  of  settlement  into  equity. — When  a  dece- 

dent's estate  has  been  declare*!  insolvent,  it  requires  a  verj'  clear 
and  strong  case  to  justify  the  removal  of  tlie  settlement  into  a  court 
of  e«iuity.     Ih.  47<>. 

6.  Same. — The  omission  from  the  inventory  of  property  which  ought  to 

have  been  included,  the  waste  or  conversion  of  assets,  and  the 
faihire  to  make  a  seUlement,  being  matters  which  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court,  jmd  as  to  which  its  powers  are 
fully  adequate  to  grant  relief,  furnish  no  ground  for  a  resort  to  a 
court  of  equity  l)y  a  creditor.     lb.  476. 

7.  Discovery;  when  bill  lies. — When  a  bill  is  filed  for  discovery  and  re- 

lief, seeking  to  withdraw  from  a  court  of  law  a  matter  of  strict 
legal  cognizance,  it  must  show  tliat  the  discovery  sought  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  ends  of  justice — that  the  facts,  as  to  which  a  dis- 
covery is  souiiht,  can  not  be  proved  otherwise  than  by  the  defend- 
ant's answer ;  and  it  must  aver  the  existence  and  materialitv  of 
those  facts  with  sufficient  certainty,  and  show  that  the  defendant 
is  capable  of  making  the  discovery.     lb.  470. 

8.  Same;  statutory  provisions  authorizing  e.vamination  of  ^rtiea  as  wit- 

ni's-<es,  in  action  at  law. — The  several  statutory  provisions,  chang- 
ing the  common-law  rules  of  evidence,  and  authorizing  the  exami- 
nation of  parties  as  witnesses  in  actions  at  law,  do  not  take  away, 
or  in  any  manner  affect,  the  established  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equity  in  matters  of  discovery.     lb.  470. 

9.  Discovery;   when  bill  lies  for. — A  bill  for  discovery  alone  must  not 

only  aver  the  facts  as  to  which  a  discovery  is  sought,  and  that 


620  INDEX. 

CUAINCE-RY— Continued. 

those  facts  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  but  must 
also  allege  that  they  can  not  be  proved  without  his  answer ;  and 
this  allegation,  if  denied,  must  be  proved.  Sullivan  v.  Law- 
ler,  72,  74. 

10.  Equitable  estoppel  against  mortgar/ee. — Where  a  mortgagee  of  lands 

indorses  on  the  mortgage  a  receipt  for  the  secured  debt  before  its 
maturity,  and  intrusts  it  to  the  possession  of  the  mortgagor,  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  between  them  ;  and  the  mortgagor,  being  in 
possession  of  the  lands^  sells  and  conveys  them  to  a  third  person, 
to  whom  he  also  shows  the  mortgage  and  indorsement  thereon ; 
the  mortgage  can  not  be  established  and  enforced  against  such  pur- 
chaser, after  he  has  paid  the  purchase-money  without  notice  of  the 
agreement ;  and  this  on  the  principle,  that  when  one  of  two  inno- 
cent persons  must  suffer  from  the  tortious  act  of  a  third,  he  must 
sutfer  the  consequences  who  gave  the  aggressor  the  means  of  doing 
the  wrongful  act.     Turner  v.  Flinn,  5i-l2. 

11.  Equitable  relief  against  fraud. — Fraud  vitiates  any  and  every  trans- 

action into  \\ihich  it  enters,  even  the  most  solemn  contracts,  and 
the  judgments  or  decrees  of  courts  of  the  highest  jurisdiction ;  and 
when  a  fiduciary  relation  exists  between  two  persons,  which  ren- 
ders it  the  duty  of  one  to  communicate  to  the  other  full  information 
of  all  the  facts  within  his  knowledge,  the  failure  to  do  so  is  a  fraud, 
against  which  a  court  of  equity  will  grant  relief.  Humphreys  v. 
Burleson,  1. 

12.  Same;  as  between  distributee  and  administrator. — Where  an  admin- 

istrator, on  filing  his  accounts  for  settlement,  wrote  to  his  sister, 
who  was  a  distributee  of  the  estate,  and  resided  in  Texas,  inform- 
ing her  that  her  interest  in  the  estate  was  a  specified  sura,  about 
one-fifth  of  its  actual  value  in  fact,  and  inclosing  a  receipt  for  that 
sum,  to  be  signed  by  her,  which  would  operate  as  a  release,  and 
which  was  signed  and  returned  to  him,  and  the  money  paid;  held, 
that  this  was  a  fraud,  against  which  a  court  of  equity  would  grant 
relief  by  setting  aside  the  settlement,  and  that  the  administrator 
could  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the  distributee,  in  relying  on  his 
representations,  and  failing  to  appear  and  contest  the  settlement, 
was  guilty  of  negligence  or  other  fault.     lb.  1. 

13.  Equitable  relief  against  settlements  in  Probate   Court. — A  court  of 

equity  has  original  jurisdiction,  independent'  of  statutory  provis- 
ions, to  open  settlements  of  administrations  had  in  the  Probate 
Court ;  but  this  jurisdiction,  though  well  established,  is  sparingly 
exercised,  and  the  party  complaining  is  required  to  show,  by  ap- 
propriate pleading,  not  only  that  injustice  has  been  done,  but  also 
that,  by  reason  of  accident,  surprise,  or  the  act  or  fraud  of  his  ad- 
versary, unmixed  with  negligence  on  his  own  part,  he  could  not 
have  prevented  that  injustice  at  the  time  of  the  settlement.     lb.  1. 

14.  Same. — When  the  statutory  jurisdiction  of  the  Chancery  Court  is 

invoked,  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law  or  fact  intervening  in 
settlements  had  in  the  Probate  Court  (Code,  §^  3837-39),  the  errors 
complained  of  must  be  clearly  and  certainly  pointed  out,  and  it 
must  be  made  to  appear,  by  the  averment  of  distinct  facts,  that 
such  errors  were  not  attributable  to  the  fault  or  neglect  of  the  par- 
ty complaining.     lb.  1. 

15.  Same;  on  ground  of  errors  or  mistakes. — A  defendant  in  a  probate 

decree,  rendered  on  final  settlement  of  his  accounts  as  executor, 
administrator,  or  guardian,  seeking  equitable  relief  against  it  on 
account  of  alleged  errors  of  law  or  fact  (Code,  §§  3837-39),  must 
show  that  the  errors  complained  of  occurred  without  fault  or  neg- 
ligence on  his  part.     Lyne's  Adm'r  r.  Wann,  JfS. 

16.  Same. — When  a  party  invokes  the    statutory  jurisdiction   of    the 

Chancery  Court,  for  the  correction  of  errors  of  law  or  fact  in  a  set- 
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tlement  had  in  the  Probate  Court  (Code,  ^^  3837-39),  he  must  af- 
firmatively show  that  he  was  free  from  fault  or  neglect ;  and  he 
can  not  have  relief  against  the  settlement,  on  account  of  matters 
which  were  cognizable  in  the  Probate  Court,  on  a  mere  general 
averment  of  ignorance,  or  an  averment  of  ignorance  coupled  with 
an  admission  of  knowledge  of  facts  sufficient  to  put  him  on  in- 
quiry.    Sioudenmire  v.  DeBardelaben,  300. 

17.  Equitable  relief  against  probata  decree. — When  a  final  settlement  of 

an  executor's  accounts  has  been  made  in  the  Probate  Court,  no 
trusts  being  involved,  and  no  fraud  imputed,  a  court  of  equity  will 
not  re-open  the  settlement,  unless  some  special  cau.se  for  its  in- 
terposition is  shown.     Foxworth  v.  ]Miile,  224. 

18.  Implied  trust;  against  executor,  purchasing  at  his  ou-7i  sole,  or  from 

his  vendee. — A  purchase  of  lan(Ls  by  an  executor  at  his  own  sale, 
whether  directly  in  his  own  name,  or  indirectly  through  the  agency 
of  a  third  person,  and  whether  made  under  an  order  of  court  or  a 
power  in  tne  will,  will  be  set  aside  in  equity,  at  the  mere  election 
of  the  parties  in  interest,  if  seasonably  expressed ;  but,  having 
made  a  fair  sale  to  a  third  person,  he  may  afterwards  purchase 
from  his  own  vendee,  and  thereby  acquire  a  good  title,  though  the 
transaction  will  be  jealously  scrutinized  bv  a  court  of  equity. 
lb.  224. 

19.  Same;  against  atlorney,  purchasing  at  sale  under  execution  in  favor 

of  client. — An  attorney,  having  recovered  a  judgment  for  his  client, 
and  having  the  control  thereof,  can  not,  without  the  consent  of  his 
client,  express  or  implied,  become  the  purchaser  of  lands  at  a  sale 
under  execution  issued  thereon ;  and  if  he  does  so  purchase,  he 
becomes,  like  any  other  agent,  a  trustee  for  his  client.  Such  a 
trust  arises  by  operation  of  law,  and  continues  until  barred  by 
lapse  of  time,  or  until  terminated  by  an  election  to  ratify  the  pur- 
chase, thereby  giving  it  validity.     Pearce  v.  Gamble  it  Boiling,  841. 

20.  Same;  irho  may  enforce  such  trust. — A  receiver,  appointed  by  the 

Chancery  Court,  succeeding  to  all  the  rights  and  remetlies  of  the 
client,  and  authorized  to  sue,  may  file  a  bill  to  enforce  this  implied 
trust  against  the  attorney ;  and  the  onus  is  on  the  attorney  to  show 
that  the  right  has  been'  lost  by  laches,  or  that  the  purchase  has 
been  ratified.     lb.  341. 

21.  Resulting  trust,  implied  from  payment  of  purchase-money. — A  result- 

ing trust  in  lands,  in  favor  of  the  person  who  advances  the  pur- 
chase-money, the  title  Ix'ing  taken  m  the  name  of  anotlier,  is  mat- 
ter of  implication  only,  and  is  easily  overturned;  and  when  the 
money  is  advanced  by  a  hu«band  (or  father),  and  title  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  (or  child),  the  presumption  arises  that  an  ad- 
vancement was  intended.     Kelly  v.  Karsner,  lOG. 

22.  Trust  in  fraud  of  creditors. — When  lands  are  conveyetl  by  a  debtor 

to  his  wife  or  child,  with  the  intent  to  place  the  property  Ijeyond 
the  reach  of  his  creditors,  and  to  be  held  in  secret  trust  for  his 
own  benefit,  neither  he  norhis  heirs  can  enforce  the  trust.     Jb.  106. 

23.  Parol  trust  in  lands. — Oral  evidence,  to  oveiturn  a  writing  in  any 

case,  must  be  clear  and  convincing ;  and  can  not  be  received  (Code, 
§  2199)  to  engraft  an  express  trust  on  a  conveyance  of  lands  which 
is  absolute  in  its  terms.     lb.  106. 

24.  Same. — A  trust  in  lands,  created  verb^ly,  can  not  be  established  in 

equity,  unless  it  is  plain  and  unambiguous  in  its  terms,  and  proved 
by  clear  and  convincing  evidence ;  and  a  trust  in  personal  prop- 
erty, created  verbally,  and  dependent  entirely  upon  oral  testimony, 
can  only  be  established  by  clear  and  explicit  evidence.  Bailey  r. 
Irwin,  505. 

25.  Injunction;  violation  of,  not  cognizable  at  law. — The  violation  of  an 

injunction  while  in  force  is  a  contempt  of  the  court  from  which 
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the  writ  issued,  and  may  be  punished  bj'  that  court  wliile  the  pro- 
ceedings are  m  fieri;  but  a  court  of  law  can  not  take  cognizance  of 
it,  nor  allow  it  to  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  legal  rights  in  another 
suit,  when  it  is  not  shown  that  the  injunction  has  been  perpet- 
uated by  a  final  decree.     Callen  v.  McDaniel,  97. 

26.  Equitable  lien  on  common  frmd,  created,  by  agreement. — Commission- 

ers being  appointed  by  the  governor,  under  authority  conferred  by 
a  special  statute,  to  locate  and  procure  patents  for  the  State  to 
swamp  and  overflowed  lands  donated  by  act  of  Congress,  their 
compensation  being  twenty  per  cent,  of  tlie  amount  realized  by 
the  State  on  the  subsequent  sale  of  the  lands,  and  their  expenses 
to  be  paid  by  themselves;  an  agreement  among  them,  by  which 
one  was  to  advance  moneys  deemed  necessary  in  the  execution  of 
the  common  business,  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  fund  provided 
as  compensation  when  collected,  creates  a  charge  or  lien  on  the 
fund,  for  the  amount  so  advanced,  in  the  nature  of  an  equitable 
mortgage ;  which  lien  or  charge  is  not  capable  of  enforcement  at 
law,  and  is  peculiarly  within  tlae  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity. 
Powell  V.  Jones,  S92. 

27.  Married  tvomen;  removal  of  disbilities;  extent  of  powers  conferred  by 

decree, — Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  approved  February 
10th,   1875  (Code,  §  2731),  chancellors  are  authorized,  either  in 
•  •  term  time  or  vacation,  on  the  filing  of  a  proper  petition  and  regu- 

lar proceedings  had  under  it,  "  to  relieve  married  women  of  the 
disabilities  of  coverture,  as  to  their  statutory  and  other  separate 
estates,  so  far  as  to  invest  them  with  the  right  to  buy,  sell,  hold, 
convey  and  mortgage  real  and  personal  x>roperty,  and  to  sue  and 
be  sued  asfemmes  sole;"  but  a  decree  rendered  under  this  statute 
removes  the  disabilities  of  coverture  only  to  the  extent  particu- 
larly specified  in  the  statute,  and  does  not  confer  on  the  petitioner 
the  power  to  make  general  contracts.  Cohen  v.  Wollner,  Hirsch- 
berg  &  Co.,  23S. 

28.  Same ;  averments  of  petition. — When  a  petition  is  filed  under  this 

statute,  it  must  allege  that  the  petitioner  has  a  separate  estate, 
statutory  or  equitable ;  and  the  omission  of  such  averment,  it 
being  a  jurisdictional  fact,  renders  the  entire  proceeding  void. 
lb.  233. 

29.  Marshalling  securities  as  between  creditors. — "When  one  creditor  has 

a  lien  upon  two  distinct  funds,  and  another  creditor  has  a  lien 
upon  one  of  them  only,  a  court  of  equity  will,  at  the  instance  of  the 
latter,  compel  the  former  creditor  to  exhaust  the  separate  fund  be- 
fore resorting  to  the  fund  common  to  both  ;  but.  whether  this  prin- 
ciple applies  to  a  lien  acciuired  by  the  service  of  an  attachment  or 
garnishment  at  law,  is  not  decided.  Henderson  v.  Ala.  Gold  Life 
Insurance  Co.,  32.  ' 

30.  Same. — The  holder  of  a  policy  of  life-insurance  having  transferred  it 

as  collateral  security  to  one  of  his  creditors,  and  afterwards  as- 
signed his  interest  in  the  residue  to  a  second  creditor,  other  credit- 
ors can  not  maintain  a  bill  in  equity,  the  money  having  been  paid 
into  court  by  the  garnishee,  to  compel  the  second  assignee  to  ex- 
haust other  securities  held  by  him  before  resorting  to  the  surplus. 
lb.  30. 

31.  Private  nuisance;  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  abate;  verdict  and  judgment 

at  law. — The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin  a  private 
nuisance,  at  the  suit  of  a  person  thereby  aggrieved,  compelling  its 
abatement,  is  well  established ;  and  when  the  legal  title  of  the  party 
complaining  is  clear  and  undoubted,  it  is  not  necessary  that  his 
right  should  be  first  established  by  a  verdict  and  judgment  at  law. 
Niningerv.  Norwood,  277. 
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32.  Same;  adequacy  of  legal  remedieg. — When  the  injun'  complained  of 

is  permanent,  continuous,  or  constantly  recnrring,  thoujih  there 
ma V  1)6  a  remedy  at  law,  it  is  obviously  inadeiiuate;  and  tiie  in- 
terference of  a  court  of  equity  is  necessarj',  to  prevent  irreparable 
injury  and  a  multiplicity  of  suits.     //*.  ;.'77. 

33.  Saini-;  limitation  of  action  or  suit. — By  analotry  to  the  statute  of  limit- 

ations at  law  barrinjr  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  lands  (Code, 
^  2900),  ten  years  is  a  bar  in  eijuity  to  a  suit  which  seeks  to  enjoin 
and  abate  an  embankment  on  land  as  a  private  nuisance  to  the 
owner  of  the  adjacent  upper  lands.     Ih.  '217. 

34.  Injunction  against  obstruction  of  navigable  rirer. — The  obstruction  of 

the  navigation  of  a  public,  navigalile  river,  is  a  public  nuisance, 
which  a  court  of  e<juity  will  enjoin  and  restrain  at  the  instance  of 
a  citizen  who  is  suflTeiing,  or  will  sufier  irreparable  injurv. 
Walker  r.  Allen,  V>0. 

35.  Foreclosure  of  mortgage. — A  mortjarajrep  may  file  a  bill  in  equity  to 

foreclose  the  mortgage,  although  he  may  also  have  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt.  Whitehead  v.  Lane  dr 
Bodlen  Company,  39. 

36.  Equitable  mortgage  created  by  recital  in  note. — A  declaration  and  re- 

cital in  a  promissory  note,  executed  by  a  mortgagor  to  the  mort- 
gagee, that  it  "  shall  be  covered  by  the  mortgage."  or  "  shall  be 
subject  to  the  inorigage,"  shows  an  intention  to  make  the  mortgage 
•«  valid  security  for  the  debt,  and  creates  an  equitable  lien  or  mort- 
gage on  the  premises  for  its  payment;  but,  if  the  note  is  signed  by 
the  husband  only,  the  equitable  lien  of  the  note  does  not  attach  to 
the  homestead  included  in  the  lands  conveved.  Butts  v.  Brough- 
ton,  294. 

37.  When  absolute  deed  vill  be  declared  mortgage. — In  a  court  of  equity, 

a  conveyance  of  lands,  absolute  and  unconditional  on  its  face,  wilV 
be  declared  and  established  as  a  mortgage,  on  clear  and  certain  proof 
that  the  parties  intended  it  should  stand  simply  as  a  .security  for  a 
debt ;  and  this  fact  may  be  jiroved  by  parol  evidence,  or  may  be 
shown  by  a  separate  writing.     Turner  v.  Wilkinson,  361. 

38.  }\Tiether  transaction  is  mortgage,  or  conditional  sale. — When  the  con- 

veyance is  absolute  on  its  face,  and  the  controversy  is  whether  it 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage  or  an  unconditional  sale,  the  i)arty  as- 
serting that  it  was  intended  as  a  mortgage  must  sliow.  by  clear 
and  convincingevidence,  that  it  was  so  understood  and  intended  by 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  original  transaction  ;  but,  when  it  is 
admitted  that  the  transaction  was  not.  as  the  conveyance  on  its 
face  imports,  an  absolute  and  unconditional  sale,  and  it  is  doubt- 
ful whether  it  was  inten«led  as  a  mortgage  or  as  a  conditional  sale, 
the  court  is  inclined  to  consider  and  treat  it  as  a  mortgage. 
Jb.  SSI. 

39.  Same. — The  court  states  the  te-^its  of  controlling  importance  in  such 

cases,  as  laid  down  in  former  decisions,  and  declares  the  transac- 
action  in  this  case,  when  subjected  to  these  tests,  to  have  l^een 
intended  as  a  mortgage,  and  not  as  a  conditional  sale.     lb.  .361. 

40.  Reformation  of  written  instruments  in  eauity. — When,   through  mis- 

take or  fraud,  a  written  instrument  fails  to  express  a  material  term 
of  the  real  contract  w'hich  the  parties  mutnallly  intended  to  make, 
a  court  of  equity  will  refonn  it,  on  clear  and  satisfactory' proof ,  so 
as  to  make  it  express  the  true  contract ;  and  this  relief  will  be 
granted,  not  only  between  the  immediate  parties  to  the  contract, 
but  also  against  creditors  and  purchasers  chargeable  with  notice  of 
the  mistake ;  V)ut  not  against  innocent  third  persons  who  have  ac- 
quired vested  rights,  and  who  can  not  be  placed  in  statu  quo. 
Berry,  Demorille  it  Co.  v.  Sovell,  14. 
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41.  Same. — On  the  facts  of  this  case, — a  father  having  conveyed  by  deed 

a  house  and  lot  to  his  married  daughter,  reciting  only  love  and  af- 
fection as  its  consideration,  and  not  using  any  words  which  would 
exclude  the  marital  rights  of  her  husband ;  and  an  attachment 
against  the  father  being  afterwards  levied  on  the  property — the  deed 
was  reformed,  against  the  husband,  the  father,  and  the  attaching 
creditor,  on  averment  and  proof  that  the  husband  bought  the  prop- 
erty, paid  a  part  of  the  price  with  moneys  belonging  to  his  wife, 
and  conveyed  it  to  her  father,  under  a  verbal  agreement  between 
the  three  that  it  should  be  conveyed  to  the  wife  as  an  equitable 
separate  estate ;  and  that  it  was  not  so  conveyed  through  mistake 
on  the  part  of  the  draughtsman.     lb.  14- 

42.  Same;  voluntary  conveyance;  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration. — A 

voluntary  conveyance  is  void  as  to  the  existing  creditors  of  the 
grantor,  and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  at  law,  to  contradict 
its  recitals  as  to  the  consideration.  Hence,  the  grantee,  claiming 
that  the  deed  was  founded  in  fact  on  valuable  consideration,  would 
be  without  legal  remedy  against  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  grantor, 
and  the  levy  of  the  attachment  would  be  no  obstacle  to  a  reforma- 
tion of  the  deed  in  equity.    lb.  14. 

43.  Same;  who  is  bona  fide  purchaser ;  right  of  creditor  to  pursue  moneys 

of  debtor. — The  attaching  creditor  in  such  case,  seeking  to  recover 
an  antecedent  debt  due  from  the  grantor,  can  not  claim  protection 
as  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  against  the  equity  of  the  grantee  to  have 
the  deed  reformed  ;  nor  can  he  claim  that  the  deed  is  partly  volun- 
tary (and  to  that  extent  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  him),  because 
the  grantor,  his  debtor,  paid  a  balance  of  purchase-money  due  to 
the  original  vendor  of  the  land,  when  it  appears  that  he  was  bound 
on  the  note  as  surety  for  the  purchaser,  the  husband  of  the  grantee  ; 
nor  can  he  assert  any  rights  against  the  land,  by  subrogation  or 
otherwise,  on  account  of  the  moneys  thus  paid  bv  his  debtor. 
lb.  14. 

44.  Correction  of  mistake  by  voluntary  act  of  parties;  when  demand  and 

refusal  is  necessary. — A  court  of  equity  will  not  interpose  to  correct 
an  innocent  mistike,  capable  of  full  correction  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  parties,  unless  a  demand  and  refusal  to  correct  it  is  al- 
leged and  proved,  or  a  reasonable  excuse  is  shown  for  the  failure 
to  ask  it;  but,  when  the  bill  shows  that  the  vendoi'  or  grantor  is 
dead,  and  that  his  only  heir  is  an  infant,  this  excuses  the  failure 
to  ask  such  correction,  and  justifies  a  resort  to  a  court  of  equity. 
Harold  Brothers  &  Scott  v.  Weaver,  373. 

45.  Statute  of  limitations,  and  lapse  of  time,  as  bar  to  relief  against  mis- 

take.— The  statute  of  limitations,  or  lapse  of  time,  will  bar  equit- 
able relief  against  mistake,  as  >vell  as  against  fraud  ;  the  period  of 
the  bar  being  computed  from  the  discovery  of  the  mistake,  or  the 
time  at  which,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,  it  might 
have  been  discovered.     lb.  373. 

46.  Same. — In  this  case,  the  complainant  having  been  in  the  peaceable 

possession  of  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed,  from  the  execu- 
tion of  the  conveyance  to  him,  in  which  the  lands  were  inccjrrectly 
described,  to  the  filing  of  his  bill  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake, 
a  period  of  more  than  twenty  years,' and  having  only  recently 
learned  the  mistake,  from  the  assertion  of  a  hostile  title  and  claim 
by  a  sub-purchaser  from  the  personal  representative  of  his  deceased 
vendor, — the  lapse  of  time  was  held  no  bar  to  the  reformation  of 
the  deed.     lb.  373. 

47.  Partition  of  lands  in  equity;  when  decreed. — To  sustain  a  bill  in 

equity  for  the  partition  of  lands,  the  complainant  must  allege,  and 
prove  if  denied,  an  undivided  interest  in  the  lands,  jointly  or  in 
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coiiiinon  with  the  defendant ;  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  title 
in  severalty  to  a  distinct  portion.     Ruimell  v.  Beasley,  190. 

49.  Receiver;  wfien  (ippointetl  before  answer. — By  the  motlem  English 

practice,  and  by  the  i)ractice  in  this  countrj',  a  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed l)efore  answer  filed,  when  a  pressing  necessit}'  is  shown, 
since  delay  might  defeat  the  object  sought  by  the  application. 
Wets  V.  Goetter,  Weil  iC*  Co.,  250;  Micou  v.  Moses  Brothers,  43'J. 

50.  Same;  at  whose  instance  appointed. — As  a  general  rule,  a  receiver 

will  not  be  ap|>ointed  at  the  instance  of  a  party  who  does  not  show 
some  title,  clami,  lien  or  interest,  in,  to,  or  upon  the  property,  or 
specific  thing  in  litigation ;  but  a  creditor  bv  simple  contract  only, 
being  now  authorized  by  statute  to  file  a  bill  to  reach  and  subject 
property  fraudulently  conveyed  by  his  debtor  (Code,  §  3886),  ac- 
quires by  his  bill,  and  the  service  of  process  under  it,  such  an  in- 
terest and  lien  in  and  upon  the  property  as  entitles  him  to  ask  the 
apix>intment  of  a  receiver  for  its  custodv  and  preservation. 
Jb.  259. 

51.  Same. — A  judgment  creditor  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  having  an  exe- 

cution returned  "  No  property  found,"  and  seeking  by  his  bill  to 
reach  and  subject  the  debtor's  alleged  interest  in  certain  crops 
raised  on  a  plantation  carried  on  in  the  name  of  another  person, 
shows  such  a  lien  on  or  title  to  the  crops  as  authorizes  him  to  ask 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver ;  and  the  proof  showing  very  clearly 
that  the  ])roperty  is  being  rapidly  disposed  of  by  irresix)nsible 
parties,  under  the  management  of  the  debtor,  so  that  its  loss  is 
imminent,  and  the  charge  of  fraud  being  strongly  supported  by  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  api)oint- 
ment  of  a  receiver  is  made  out.  lb.  439. 
52.- Same;  affidavits,  and  how  rebutted. — The  practice  is  well  established, 
that  tj-pnrtc  affidavits  may  be  received  in  support  of  an  applica- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  counter  affidavits  in 
opposition  to  it ;  but  the  court  "  is  unwilling  to  sanction  the  prac- 
tice, which  seems  to  have  been  followed  in  this  case,  of  permitting 
a  voluminous  deposition,  containing  irrelevant  matter,  to  be  intro- 
duced for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  the  affidavit  of  the  depo- 
nent." If  it  was  necessary  to  rebut  or  impeach  the  statements  of 
the  affidavit,  it  should  have  been  done  by  an  extract  of  the  perti- 
nent matter  from  the  deposition,  embodied  in  an  explanatory  affi- 
davit, or  attached  thereto  as  an  exhibit.     //».  4^9. 

53.  Same;  want  of  parties,  or  of  notice. — That  some  of  the  parties  in 

interest  are  not  before  the  court,  and  that  others  have  had  no  no- 
tice of  the  application,  is  no  valid  objection  to  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver;  since  the  receiver  hold.s  for  th<'  i)artjes  in  interest,  and 
his  appointment  does  not  affect  any  existing  rights  of  persons  be- 
fore the  court,  who  may  at  any  time  propound  theif  interest. 
Jb.439. 

54.  When  receiver  may  sue. — A  receiver  appointed  by  the  court,  succeed- 

ing to  all  tlie  rights  of  the  client,  and  authorized  to  sue,  may  file  a 
bill  against  an  attorney,  to  enforce  the  implied  trust  arising  from 
his  purchase  of  lands  at  a  sale  under  execution  in  favor  of  the 
client.     Pearce  r.  Gamble  A  Boiling,  341. 

55.  Res  adjudicata,  at  law  and  in  eijnity. — In  the  application  of  the 

f>rinciple  of  res  adjudicata,  there  is  no  ditference  between  courts  of 
aw  and  courts  of  ecpiity ;  when  an  issue  of  fact,  or  of  law,  has 
been  adjudicated  on  the  merits  in  either  tribunal,  it  can  not  be 
again  litigated  in  the  other.     Strang  v.  Moog,  4(iO. 

56.  Rescimion  if  nnitract,  at  instarice  of  purchaser;  lien  for  purchase- 

money  paid. — In  rescinding  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands,  at  the 
instance  of  the  purchaser,  the  court  n)ay  decree  a  lien  on  the  land 
in  his  favor,  for  the  purchase-monev  paid  ;  but  this  lien  is  confined 
40 
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to  such  lands,  or  portions  thereof,  as  the  vendor  had  the  legal  right 
to  convey.  Mc  Williams  v.  Jenkins,  480. 
bl .  Same;  confiieting  claims  of  purchaser,  and  heirs  of  vendor  for  rent. 
In  such  case,  the  land  being  the  homestead  exemption  of  the  ven- 
dor and  his  family,  which  is  not  liable  for  his  contract  debts,  the 
lien  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  is  properly  declared  to  be  subordin- 
ate to  the  claim  of  the  vendor's  heirs  for  the  rents  while  the  pur- 
chaser was  in  possession  imder  the  contract.  (Bkickell,  C.  J., 
dissenting.)     lb.  480. 

58.  Specific  performance  of  contract. — A  court  of  equity  will  not  specifi- 

cally execute  every  contract  into  which  parties  may  lawfully  enter ; 
nor  does  it  necessarily  follow  that  a  specific  performance  will  be 
decreed,  because  a  rescission  has  been  refused  at  the  instance  of 
the  defendant,  in  a  former  suit  between  the  parties,  and  that  de- 
cree is  binding  as  res  adjiidicnta.  It  is  always  a  matter  within  the 
judicial  discretion  of  the  court,  whether  to  grant  or  refuse  a  specific 
performance;  and  it  may  and  should  be  refused,  unless  the  con- 
tract is  not  only  legally  binding,  but  also  fair,  just,  and  reasonable 
in  all  its  parts ;  in  other  words,  there  must  be  "  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, particularity,  certainty,  mutuality,  and  a  necessity  for 
performance."  A  specific  performance  is  refused  in  this  case,  be- 
cause the  evidence  is  held  insufficient  to  show  that  the  contract 
was  supported  by  an  adequate  consideration,  and  was  fair  and  just 
in  all  its  })arts.     Moon's  Adm-r  r.  Crowder,  70. 

59.  Bill  for  specific  performance ;    when  prematurely  filed. — A  bill  for 

sjiecific  performance  is  prematurely  filed  by  the  purchaser,  when 
tlie  purchase-money  has  not  been  paid,  and,  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  is  not  due  until  a  future  day ;  as  where  the  contract  stip- 
ulates that  the  vendor  "  is  to  give  him  three  years  to  pay,  without 
interest,"  and  is  not  bound  to  convey  until  the  purchase-money  is 
paid,  and  the  bill  is  filed  before  the  expiration  of  the  three  years. 
Thompson  r.  Gordon,  ■5.55. 

60.  Specific  performance  of  contract;  vihen  decreed. — A  court  of  equity 

will  not  decree  the  specific  execution  of  a  contract,  unless  it  is  fair, 
just,  reasonable,  and  equal  in  all  its  parts  ;  it  must  also  be  founded 
on  an  adequate  consideration,  and  be  mutual  in  its  operation  and 
effect ;  and  its  specific  execution  must  effectuate  the  real  intention 
of  the  (tarties,  and  must  be  free  from  any  hardship  or  oppression. 
7nvin  V.  Bailey,  467. 

61.  Same. — There  is  no  other  class  of  cases,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 

court  of  equity,  to  which  the  maxim  is  more  rigidly  applied,  that 
he  who  seeks  eijuity  must  do  equity ;  and  hence,  where  a  specific 
perfcjrmance-  could  not  be  decreed  against  the  party  asking  it,  it 
will  not  be  decreed  in  his  favor,  but  the  parties  will  be  left  to  their 
legal  remedies.     Ih.  467. 

62.  Specific  performance  refused,  for  vmnt  of  mutuality;  special  relief 

granted  by  subrogation  to  discharged  mortgage. — Where  a  married 
woman  advanced  to  her  father,  either  as  a  loan,  or  in  trijst  to  be 
invested  for  her  h>enefit  in  a  tract  of  land,  moneys  belonging  to  her 
as  an  equitable  separate  estate,  which  he  used  in  part  payment  of 
the  purchase-money  for  the  land,  but  took  the  title  in  his  own 
name ;  and  dissatisfaction  being  expressed  by  the  daughter  and 
her  husband,  because  the  title  was  so  taken,  and  becau.se  there 
was  no  written  evidence  of  her  interest  in  the  land,  or  that  her 
monej'  was  used  in  paying  for  it ;  thereupon,  after.the  death  of  the 
wife  and  daughter,  the  father  agreed  in  writing  with  the  surviving 
husband,  "in  consideration,"  as  therein  recited,  "of  having  given 
my  late  daughter  certain  money,  part  of  which  she  returned  to  me 
at  or  shortly  after  I  purchased"  the  lands,  to  convey  a  specified 
part  of  the  lands  to  the  husband,  with  half  of  his  stock,  farming 
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implements,  ikc,  on  condition  as  followrt :  "  he  to  pay  off  tbe  mort- 
gage for  $3,000  tliat  now  stands  against  the  proiK-rty,  and,  if  judg- 
ment is  obtained  against  me  in  a  suit  now  pending  in  favor  of  K. 
&  Co.,  to  pay  one-lialf  tlie  amount  thereof;  he  to  lift  the  mortgage 
within  the  present  year,  and  I  to  make  him  a  deed  to  the  property 
when  he  is  prejtared  to  lift  the  mortgage;"  held,  on  \>'i\\  filed  hy 
the  husband  after  paying  the  mortgage,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to 
a  specifif  performanee  of  the  contract,  since  he  could  not  discharge 
the  defendant  from  liability  for  the  moneys  so  invested  in  the  lands, 
and  therefore  the  cijntract  could  not  be  enforced  against  him  ;  held, 
also,  that  he  was  entitled  to  l)e  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
mortgagee,  t<j  the  extent  of  the  moneys  paid  by  him  in  satisfaction 
of  the  mortgage.     /  6.  4'!~- 

63.  AveniientM  of  bill  by  purchaser,  to  comjtel  conveyance  of  legal  title. 

When  a  purchaser,  or  sub-purchaser,  of  lands  sold  by  an  adminis- 
trator under  an  order  or  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  files  a  bill 
in  equity  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  seeking 
to  obtain  a  convevance  of  the  legal  title  from  the  heirs,  and  to  en- 
join an  action  at  faw  by  a  succeeding  a<lministrator,  he  must  aver 
and  prove  the  facts  wiiich  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  order  the 
sale;  and  the  averment  t^f  mere  legal  conclusions — as,  "apj>ro])ri- 
ate  allegations,"  "  proper  parties."  "legal  gronnds,"  etc. — is  not 
sufficient. — Gilchrist  r.  Shackelford,  7. 

64.  Proof  of  proreedi)iij»  authorizing  gale. — When  the  averments  of  the 

bill  are  denied,  the  onug  of  proving  the  facts  necessary  to  sui)port 
the  order  antl  sale  is  on  the  comjilainant ;  and  these  facts  are  prop- 
erly proved  by  a  tran.«cript  from  the  record  of  the  Probate  Court, 
if  in  existence;  and  if  the  record  has  been  lost  or  <lestroyed,  it 
must  1)6  proved  as  other  disputed  facts  are  proved.     lb.  7. 

65.  Application  of  pnrcha.te-nioneg  to  debtx  of  estate  ;   correspondence  of 

allegationii  and  proof. — If  the  complainant  fails  to  prove  the  facts 
necessary  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  sale,  he  can  not  have  relief 
because  tlie  proof  shows  that  the  purchase-money  was  applied  in 

Saying  the  debts  of  the  estate,  when  the  fact  is  not  averred  in  the 
ill.     lb.  7. 

66.  Protection  extended  to  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice. — A  pur- 

chaser in  good  faith,  and  for  valuable  consideration,  of  lands 
chargeable  with  an  outstanding  e<piity,  of  which  he  had  no  notice 
until  after  he  had  paid  the  purcha.se-money,  will  be  protected 
against  it  in  a  court  of  equity.     Turner  v.  Wilkinso7i,  361. 

67.  Subrogation  of  sureties  on  note  for  purchase-mowey,  to  tendor's  lien 

on  land,  as  against  sub-purchaser  who  has  made  paynienf. — If  the 
sureties  on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  lan<l,  having 
paid  the  balance  due  on  the  note,  can  claim  to  be  subrogated  to 
the  vendor's  ecpiitable  lien  on  the  land,  they  can  not  assert  that 
right  against  a  sub-purchaser  of  a  jwrtion  of  the  tract,  when  the 
purchase-money  paid  l)y  the  latter  has  been  applied  in  partial 
payment  of  the  note  on  which  the  sureties  were  iKiund.  Sawyers 
V.  Baker,  4^. 

68.  Subrogation  of  holders  of   indorsed  bonds,  to  State's  statutory  lien 

and  priority. — The  holders  of  .State-indorsed  bonds  who  have  ac- 
quired them  in  good  faith,  for  valuable  consideration,  and  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  are  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  stat- 
utory lien  and  priority  of  the  State,  on  the  railroad  company  be- 
coming insolvent,  and  making  default  in  the  payment  of  the  bonds 
according  to  their  terms;  an*!  this  subrogation  may  l^e  <leclared  in 
a  suit  between  the  holders  of  such  bonds,  some  of  whom  are  not 
entitled  to  share  in  the  protection  given  to  the  others,  and  although 
the  State  is  not  a  party  and  can  not  be  sued.  Gihnan,  Sons  t(-  Co. 
r.  y.  0.  it  .S.  Railroad  Co.,  566. 
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II.     Pleading  and  Practice. 

69.  Parties  to  hill;  corporation  and  its  officers. — When  a  bill  in  equity  is 

filed  by  a  creditor  against  a  corporation,  its  directors  and  officers, 
against  whom  no  relief  is  prayed,  and  against  whom  no  fraud, 
conspiracy,  or  breach  of  trust  is  charged,  can  not  be  joined  as  de- 
fendants for  the  sole  purpose  of  discovery.  Norivood  v.  M.  &  C. 
Railroad  Co.,  563. 

70.  Misjoinder  of  defendants  ;  rvho  may  take  advantage  of;  error  without 

injury. — When  persons  who  have  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter 
of  the  suit,  and  against  whom  no  relief  is  prayed,  are  iniproperlj- 
joined  as  defendants  to  a  bill,  the  misjoinder  is  a  defense  personal 
to  them,  and  the  other  defendants  can  not  take  advantage  of  it; 
but,  if  the  other  defendants  demur  on  account  of  such  misjoinder,, 
a  decree  sustaining  the  demurrer,  but  without  dismissing  the  bill, 
is  error  without  injury  to  the  complainant.     lb.  563. 

71.  Parties  to  bill  for  foreclosure. — The  personal  representative  of  the 

deceased  mortgagor  is  a  necessary  and  indispensable  party  to  a 
bill  which  seeks  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  lands,  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  assets  in  his  hands  are  discharged  from  all  liability  for 
the  debt.     Boyle  v.  Williams,  351. 

72.  Non-joinder  of  parties ;  how  taken  advantage  of. — While  the  general 

rule  is,  that  an  objection  for  the  want  of  parties  must  be  taken  by 
demurrer  or  plea,  or  be  insisted  on  in  the  answer ;  yet  the  want  of 
an  indispensable  party — one  in  whose  absence  a  decree  can  not 
»  properly  be  rendered — is  available  on  the  hearing,  or  on  error. 
lb.  351. 

73.  Parties  to  creditor's  bill. — When  a  creditor  at  large  files  a  bill  to 

reach  and  subject  lands  alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  conveyed 
by  his  debtor  (Code,  §  3886),  the  debtor  himself,  if  living,  is  a  nec- 
essary party  defendant  to  the  bill ;  and  if  he  obtains  a  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  pending  the  suit,  his  assignee  is  a  necessary  party 
defendant.     Harris  v.  Moore,  507. 

74.  Parties  to  bill  to  enforce  trust. — When  lands  are  held  in  trust,  ex- 

press or  implied,  and  the  cestui  que  trust  dies,  the  right  to  enforce 
the  trust  descends  to  all  of  his  heirs  equally,  and  all  are  necessary 
parties  to  a  bill  filed  for  that  purpose.     Kelly  v.  Karsuer,  106. 

75.  Statutory  provisions  as  to  parties,  in  suits  by  married  nomen. — The 

statute  which  provides  that  a  married  woman  "must  sue  or  be 
sued  alone,  when  the  .suit  relates  to  her  separate  estate  "   (Code,^ 
■  2892),  ai)plies  only  to  actions  at  law,  and  has  no  reference  to  suits 
in  equity.     Saivyers  v.  Baker,  4^. 

76.  Rules  of  practice  as  to  parties,  in  suits  by  married  women. — The  loth 

Rule  of  Chancery  Practice,  adopted  in  January,  1877,  providing 
that  "  all  bills  and  petitions  by  married  women,  in  reference  to 
their  separate  estates,  shall  be  exhibited  in  their  own  names;  if 
over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  or  relieved  of  the  disabilities  of 
coverture  "  (Code,  p.  163),  was  intended  to  carry  out  the  legisla- 
tive policy  indicated  by  the  said  act  approved  March  4th,  1876, 
since  inoperative  because  omitted  from  the  Code  of  1876;  and  while 
said  rule  applies  equally  to  all  separate  estates,  whether  statutory 
or  equitable,  it  extends  only  to  cases  in  which,  prior  to  its  adoption, 
it  was  necessary  that  a  married  woman  should  sue  by  her  next 
friend,  and  does  not  apply  to  cases  in  which  it  was  necessary  or 
proper  that  she  and  her  husband  should  join  as  co-complainants. 
lb.  49. 

77.  Joinder  of  husband  and  wife  as  plaintiffs. — As  decided  in  this  case 

on  a  former  appeal  (66  Ala.  292),  the  wife  is  a  proper  and  neces- 
sary party  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  husVjand,  seeking  the  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land,  when  it  ap- 
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peared  that  the  ])urcha8e-inoney  wa8  paid  with  fuiulH  ]>elonj;ing  to 
tlie  wife's  Htatuton*  estate,  though  the  title-lx)nd  was  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  husband ;  and  if  tlie  evidence  establishes  the  case 
made  by  the  bill,  the  title  should  be  vested  in  the  wife  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  for  a  si)ecific  performance.     I  h.  49. 

78.  Bill  bjt  husbatul  and  wife,  and  diHinittxal  thereof  by  husband. — A  bill 

filed  in  the  names  of  husband  wife  jointly,  to  enforce  payment  of 
an  annuity  charjied  on  lands,  and  made  i)ayable  to  the  husband  for 
tlie  mutual  benefit  of  himself  and  wife  during  their  joint  lives,  is 
the  bill  of  the  husband  alone;  and  a  dismissal  of  the  bill  by  him, 
on  compromise  with  the  defendant,  does  not  prejudice  the  rights  of 
the  wife,  nor  bar  her  from  maintaining  another  bill  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  her  part  of  the  annuity.     Sloan  v.  Frothinghavi,  589. 

79.  Filiuy  bill  in  uron*/  district;  hov)  objected  to. — When  a  bill  shows  on 

its  face  that  it  is  not  filed  in  the  proper  district,  it  is  subject  to  de- 
murrer, or  njay  be  dismissed  on  motion ;  and  if  the  fact  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  a  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  in 
abatement  is  the  proper  mode  of  presenting  the  objection.  Har- 
well V.  Lehman,  DnrrA  Co.,  S44. 

80.  Where  bill  may  be  filed;  who  is  material  defendant. — A  material  de- 

fendant, as  tlie  term  is  used  in  the  statute  specifying  the  several 
districts  in  which  a  bill  may  be  filed  (Code,  ^  3760),  means  a  nec- 
essary or  indispensable  party,  sis  distinguished  from  one  who  is 
merely  a  proper  party.     lb.  .^4. 

81.  Same;  parties  to  bill  for  foreclosure. — When  a  junior  mortgagee  files 

a  bill,  asking  a  foreclosiire  of  his  mortgage-,  an  account  of  both  of 
the  mortgage  <lebts,  and  a  sale  of  the  property  free  from  the  in- 
cumbrance of  both  mortgages,  the  senior  mortgagee  is  a  necessary 
and  indispensable  party  ;  anil  the  bill  may  be  filed  in  the  district 
in  which  he  resides.     lb.  ,i44. 

S2.  Same;  irhere  mortf/a(;e  has  been  assigned. — If  the  senior  mortgage  has 
been  assigned,  absolutely  and  unconditionally,  leaving  in  the 
mortgagee  no  interest  in  it  or  the  del)t  secured  by  it,  the  assignee 
would  l)e  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure  filed  by  a  junior 
jHortgagee,  and  the  senior  mortgagee  would  be  only  a  proper  party  ; 
but,  if  the  assignment  was  conditional,  and  the  condition  had  not 
been  perfonned  when  the  bill  was  filed,  the  assignor  would  be  a 
necessary  partv,  and  the  bill  might  be  filed  in  the  district  of  his 
residence;  anil  being  so  filed,  the  subsequent  performance  of 
the  condition,  whereby  the  assignment  became  absolute,  would 
not  divest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  nor  be  good  ground  for  dis- 
missing the  bill.     lb.  .i44. 

83.  When  distributees  maij  sue,  vrithont  administration. — The  general  rule 
is,  that  distributees,  or  next  of  kin,  can  not  maintain  a  .suit  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  distribution,  until  letters  of  administration  have 
been  granted  on  the  estate  of  the  decedent ;  and  this  rule  must 
prevail,  unless  facts  are  affirmatively  shown  which  bring  the  par- 
ticular case  within  the  recognized  exceptictn  disjiensing  with  an  ad- 
ministnition  when  it  would  be  a  useless  ceremony.  SnUiran  v. 
Lan-ler,  OS,  ~2,  74. 

54.  When  distributees  or  administrfttor  may  or  must  sue. — AVhen  there  is 
an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  legatee,  he  is  the 
proper  person  to  sue  for  the  legacy  ;  conseijuently,  the  next  of  kin, 
or  distributees  of  his  estate,  can  not  join  in  a  bill  with  the  surviving 
legatees,  making  the  administrator  a  defendant.     Jb.  aS. 

:85.  ^»7/  to  redeem;  vho  may  file. — A  bill  to  redeem  under  a  mortgage 
may  he  tiled  by  any  one  who  owns  the  mortgagor's  e(iuity  of  re- 
demption, or  any  subsisting  intere.st  therein,  by  privity  of  title 
with  him,  whether  bv  purchase,  inheritance,  or  otherwise ;  and 
under  this  principle,  the  widow  of  the  mortgagor,  who  joined  with 
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her  husband  in  the  execution  of  the  mortj?a<re,  and  who  claims  a 
homestead  in  the  premises,  may  be  joined  witli  the  heirs  in  a  bill 
to  redeem.     Butts  v.  Broughton,  294. 

86.  Filing  bill  in  double  aspect. — A  creditors'  bill  can   not  be  filed  in  a 

double  aspect,  asking  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  as  fraudulent,  or, 
in  the  alternative,  to  have  it  declared  and  enforced  as  a  general  as- 
signment under  the  statute  (Code,  ^  2126),  enuring  to  the  equal 
benefit  of  all  the  creditors  ;  and  the  i)rinciple  ai)plies  equally  to  a 
general  creditors'  bill,  and  to  a  bill  filed  by  one  or  more  creditors 
for  their  own  benefit.  (Adhering  to  Lehman  v.  Meyer,  67  Ala. 
396,  which  overruled  Crairford  v.  Kirkaey,  50  Ala.  590.)  Moo(f  v. 
Talcott,  210. 

87.  Allegations  of  bill. — An  allegation  in  a  bill,  seeking  to  enjoin  the  ob- 

struction of  a  stream,  that  the  stream  "  is  a  navigable  river,"  is 
merely  the  statement  of  a  legal  conclusion.      Walker  r.  Allen,  456. 

88.  Averments  of  bill  by  purchaser,   to  compel  conveyance  of  legal  title. 

AVhen  a  purchaser,  or  sub-i)urchaser,  of  lands  sold  by  an  administra- 
tor under  an  order  or  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  files  a  bill  in 
equity  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  seeking  to 
obtain  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  from  the  heirs,  and  to  enjoin 
an  action  at  law  by  a  succeeding  administrator,  he  must  aver  and 
prove  the  facts  which  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  order  the  sale ; 
and  the  averment  of  mere  legal  conclusions — as,  "  appropriate 
allegations,"  "  proper  parties,"  "  legal  grounds,"  etc. — is  not  suf- 
ficient.    Gilchrist  V.  Shackelford,  7. 

89.  Argumentative,  allegations. — Argumentative  allegations  in  a  bill  are 

objectionable.     Lake  v.  Security  Loan  Association,  207.  > 

90.  Allegations  of  misrepresentations  not  shouting  fraud. — In  a  bill  filed 

by  a  stockholder  in  an  incorporated  liuilding  and  loan  association, 
asking  an  account  and  redemption  under  a  mortgage  which  he  had 
executed  to  the  association,  averments  in  these  words,  "Your 
orator's  purpose  in  obtaining  said  shares  of  stock  in  the  outset  was 
to  enable  him  to  borrow  the  money,  and  not  as  an  investment  in 
the  stock,  and  this  purpose  was  well  known  to  the  officers  of  said 
company;  and  orator  was  moved  to  borrow, the  money,  and  pay 
this  $75  per  month,- by  the  statements  and  calculations  made  by 
said  officers,  and  given  to  him,  that  this  stock  would  be  worth 
$200  per  share  after  the  one-hundredth  installment  was  paid  in, 
and  he  became  a  stockholder  by  the  purchase  of  stock  for  the 
above  purpose,  and  under  the  foregoing  representations," — show 
only  the  expression  of  an  opinion  or  judgment  on  a  matter  which 
was  equally  open  to  both  parties,  and  do  not  amount  to  a  charge 
of  fraud  or  willful  misrepresentation.     Lb.  207. 

91.  Bill  in  equity;  when  admissible  as  evidence  i)i  another  suit. — A  bill 

in  equity,  not  sworn  to,  is  regarded  as  the  mere  suggestion  of 
counsel,  and  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  against  the  complainant 
in  another  suit ;  but,  when  duly  sworn  to  by  him,  it  is  an  admis- 
sion of  the  facts  therein  stated,  and  admissible  as  evidence  against 
him  in  another  suit.     Callan  v.  McDaniel,  96. 

92.  Amendment  of  bill;  takes  effect  ichen. — An  amendment  which  intro- 

duces no  new  subject,  but  only  makes  more  specific  the  charges  of 
the  original  bill,  takes  effect  as  of  the  day  on  which  the  original 
bill  was  filed.     Ljipscnmb  v.  McClellan,  lol. 

93.  Multifariousni'ss ;  election. — A  bill  which  seeks  a  redemption  and 

account  under  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  complainant's  deceased 
brother  to  the  defendants,  the  complainant  claiming  as  a  junior 
mortgagee ;  and  also  a  redemption  and  account  under  a  mortgage 
on  anol^her  tract  of  land,  executed  by  the  complainant  himself  to 
the  defendants,  and  the  specific  execution  of  an  agreement  by 
which,  as  alleged,  the  defendants  redeemed  the  latter  tract  of 
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lan<l  from  a  purclmser  at  execution  sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
com})hiiuant,  and  were  to  allow  him  to  redeem  from  them  on  re- 
payment of  the  amount  advance<l,  with  interest,  and  the  balance 
due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  is  multifarious;  but,  a  <lenuirrer  K'ing 
8ustaine<l  to  the  bill  on  that  ground,  the  court  "appnjves  the 
practice  of  putting  the  complainant  to  his  election.  Junkhw 
V.  Lovelace,  -W.l. 

94.  Demurrer;  ivhnt  grounds  amilaUe  on  error. — On  api)eal  from  a  de- 

cree sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  for  want  of  e<iuitv,  thirt  court 
will  consider  only  the  causes  of  demurrer  specifically  assigned, 
and  will  not  regard  other  <lefect8  which  are  amendable;  at  least, 
when  the  bill  is  not  fatally  wanting  in  equity.  JIumphreyg  v.  Bur- 
leson, 1. 

95.  Correitpondenre  of  ithading*  and  evidence. — Evidence  alone,  without 

corresponding  allegations  in  the  bill,  does  not  entitle  the  com- 
plainant to  any  relief.  Junkins  v.  Lovelace,  303;  (Jilrhriot  r. 
Shackelford,  7. 

96.  Weight  of  unmcer  as  evidence. — An  answer,  not  under  oath,  is  not 

evidence  for  the  respondent  for  any  purpose ;  and  when  verified 
by  affidavit  (Code,  §  3786),  it  is  only  evidence  so  far  as  resi»r)nsive 
to  the  allegations  of  the  bill.     Buchanan  r.  Buchanan,  55. 

97.  Mlien  answer  is  responsive,  or  not. — When  the  bill,  filed  by  a  cre<l- 

itor,  attacks  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  to  the  debtor's  son,  al- 
leging that  the  purchase-money  was  paid  by  the  debtor  with  his 
own  funds;  and  the  answer,  admitting  this  fact,  alleges  that  it 
was  so  paid  in  consideration  of  a  debt  due  from  the  debtor  to  his 
son  ;  this  is  not  responsive,  but  is  matter  in  avoidance,  and  must 
be  proved.     lb.  55. 

98.  Answer;  whole  admissible,  when  part  has  been  read. — When  parts  of 

an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  have  been  read  in  another  suit  as  e\i- 
dence  against  the  respondent,  he  has  the  right  to  read  the  whole 
of  it  as  evidence.     Callan  v.  McDaniel,  90. 

99.  Answer  and  cross-bill,  tcithout  and  und^r  statutory  provisions. — In 

the  absence  of  statutory  provisions,  an  answer  and  a  cross-bill  are 
separate  and  distinct  modes  of  defense,  and  can  not  be  blended  in 
one  pleading;  and  the  statute  which  authorizes  a  defendant  to 
em])race  in  his  answer  matters  which  might  l>e  made  the  subject 
of  a  cross-l)ill,  and  to  have  it  heard  and  considered  as  a  cross-bill 
(Code,  ^^  .■>801-04),  ai)p!ies  only  to  those  cases  in  which  relief  is 
sought  against  the  complainant  in  the  original  bill,  and  does  not 
authorize  the  answer  of  one  defendant  to  be  converted  into  a  cross- 
bill as  against  another.  Oilman,  Sons  dc  Co.  v.  N.  0.  A  S.  RaU- 
road  Co.,  5GG. 

100.  Cross-bill  between  co-defendants. — Independently  of  statutorj*   pro- 

visions, a  cross-bill  may  be  maintained  by  one  or  more  of  sev- 
eral defendants,  asking  relief  against  the  original  complainant 
and  the  other  defendants ;  and  when  such  a  cross-bill  has  lieen 
tile<l  by  one  defendant,  bringing  the  entire  subject  of  litigation  lie- 
fore  the  court,  a  second  cross-bill  by  another  defendant  is  unnec- 
essary, and  is  properly  dismissed.     lb.  560. 

101.  Cross-bill. — A  cross-bill  can  not  l)e  maintained  when  it  is  inconsis- 

tent with  the  answer,  nor  can  it  be  supi>orted  on  facts  not  averred 
in  the  answer ;  andl  this  jirinciple  applies  where  there  is  an  agree- 
ment of  record  that  the  defendants  shall  each  be  entitled,  under 
his  answer,  to  the  same  relief  as  under  a  cross-bill  regularlv  filed. 
ILitchelt  V.  Blanton,  J^3. 

102.  I'hading  stntntf  of  frauds. — The  statute  of  frauds,  as  a  defense  in 

equity  to  a  bill  which  seeks  the  specific  jierformance  of  a  contract 
relating  to  lands,  must  be  pleaded,  uule.ss  the  bill  shows  on  its 
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face  that  the  contract  is  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Bailey  v.  Irwin,  505. 

103.  Reference  to  register  before  decree  of  sale. — AVhen  tlie  defendants  to  a 

bill  for  foreclosure  are  all  adults,  and  do  not  suggest  or  claim,  in 
the  court  below,  that  the  mortgaged  premises  are  susceptible  of 
division,  and  that  a  sale  of  a  part  only  will  be  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  mortgage  debt,  the  court  may  decree  a  sale  without  a  reference 
as  to  these  matters ;  but,  if  some  of  the  defendants  are  infants,  or 
are  not  sui  juris,  it  is  irregular  and  erroneous  to  render  a  decree 
of  sale,  without  a  prior  reference  to  the  register  to  ascertain  and 
report  whether  the  premises  are  susceptible  of  division,  whether  a 
sale  of  part  only  would  not  be  sufficient,  whether  the  interest  of 
the  infants  requires  a  sale  in  parcels,  and  what  parcel  should  be 
first  sold.     Boyle  v.  Williams,  SSI. 

104.  Testimony  taken  before  cause  is  at  issne. — Testimony  taken  in  a  chan- 

cery cause  before  the  cause  is  at  issue  as  to  a  material  defendant, 
is  not  admissible  as  evidence  against  him  for  any  purpose.  Har- 
ris V.  Moore,  507. 

105.  Objections  to  evidence  ;   when  and  hoir  made  — AVhen  interrogatories 

propounded  to  a  party,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  call  for  ille- 
gal evidence,  objection  should  be  taken  before  filing  cross-inter- 
rogatories;  but  this  rule  does  not  prevail,  when  the  illegality  of 
the  evidence  is  unknown,  or  is  only  disclosed  by  the  answers. 
Binford's  Adm'rr.  Dement,  491. 

106.  »S'o7«e.-^0bjecting  to  interrogatories  which  call  for  illegal  evidence, 

without  more,  is  not  sufficient  to  bring  before  the  chancellor  the 
question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  :  there  must  be,  also, 
written  exceptions  signed  "by  counsel,  specifying  the  portions  of 
the  testimony  sought  to  be  suppressed,     lb.  491. 

107.  Same. — Motions  to  supress  testimony,  founded  on  exceptions  duly 

filed,  are  properly  heard  before  entering  on  the  trial ;  or,  by  con- 
sent, they  may  be  heard  and  determined  in  connection  with  the 
main  cause  ;  l)ut,  when  the  parties  proceed  to  a  hearing  by  agree- 
ment, sti])nlating  that  the  chancellor  may  disallow  all  illegal  evi- 
dence, this  "rather  loose  practice  has  a  tendency  to  cast  cm  the 
chancellor  so  much  unnecessary  labor,  that  lie  may  very  justly  re- 
fuse to  act  on  such  agreement."     J  b.  491. 

108.  Same. — Objections  to  evidence  can  not  be  raised  for  the  first  time  in 

this  court,  but  are  waived  when  not  properly  taken  before  the 
chancellor.     lb.  491. 

109.  Depositioti ;   indorsement  by  commissioner,  showing  title    of  cause. 

The  G4th  Rule  of  Chancery  Practice,  requiring  the  commissioner 
to  indorse  on  a  deposition  the  title  of  the  cause  in  which  it  is  taken 
(Code,  p.  17f>),  is  directory  merely,  and  the  failure  to  make  such 
indorsement  does  not  render  the  deposition  inadmissible  as  evi- 
dence.    Quarles  v.  Campbell,  64. 

110.  Dismissal  of  bill  on  demurrer,  in  vacation. — When  a  bill  is  dismissed 

on  demurrer,  in  vacation,  the  complainant  should  be  allowed  an 
opportunity  to  amend  it;  and  the  failure  to  allow  him  such  oppor- 
tunitv  will  work  a  reversal  of  the  decree  on  error.  Stoudxnmire  v. 
DeBardelaben,  300. 

111.  Same. — The  dismissal  of  a  bill  in  vacation,  on  account  of  defects 

which  are  amendable,  without  allowing  tl»e  complainant  an  oppor- 
tunity to  amend,  is  an  error  which  will  work  a  reversal ;  but,  when 
such  dismissal  is  in  term  time,  the  record  must  show  that  he  asked 
leave  to  amend.     Shackelford  v.  Bankhead,  476. 

112.  Dismissal  of  bill  by  plaintiff . — By  the  31st  Rule  of  Chancery  Prac- 

tice (Code,  p.  166),  which  follows  the  English  rule,  if  the  com- 
plainant cause  his  bill  to  be  dismissed  on  his  own  application,  af- 
ter the  cause  is  set  down  for  hearing,  "such  dismissal  is,  unless 
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the  court  otherwise  orders,  equivalent  to  a  dismiRsal  on  the  merits, 
and  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  another  suit  for  the  ^ame  matter." 
Strang  v.  Moog,  400. 

113.  Conclu»irene»s  of  decree  ditmhnng  bill. — When  a  bill  in  etjuitv  is 

dismissed  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  or  because  the  complainant  has 
a  plain  and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  or  because  of  any  mere  defect 
in  the  pleadings,  or,  generally,  on  any  other  groimd  not  involving 
the  merits,  such  dismissal  is  usually  stated  to  1m?  ''without  preju- 
dice," and  is  not  held  to  be  a  final  and  conclusive  adjudication  of 
the  matters  in  litigation ;  but,  when  a  bill  is  dismissed  on  the 
merits,  the  decree  is  final  and  conclusive,  like  a  judgment  at  law, 
not  only  as  to  all  facts  or  issues  actually  decided,  but  as  to  all 
points  necessarily  involved  in  the  matter  adju<licated.     Jb.  400. 

114.  Same. — When  a  bill  a.ssails  the  validity  of  a  mortgage  on  the  ground 

that  the  consideration  was  an  illegal  agreement  to  supress  a  crim- 
inal prosecution,  a  decree  dismissing  it  on  the  merits,  because  the 
proof  failed  to  sustain  the  allegations,  is  conclusive  as  to  that  issue ; 
and  it  can  not  be  again  litigated  in  an  action  at  law  founded  on  the 
mortgage,     lb.  400. 

115.  Same. — When  the  complainant  voluntarily  dismisses  his  bill,  the 

decree  dismissing  it  "is  very  like  a  voluntary  nonsuit  at  law,  which 
does  not  bar  a  second  suit ;"  but,  where  the  decree  recites  that  the 
cause  "  again  came  on  to  be  heard,  on  the  i)apers  formerly  read, 
and  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  with  the  exhibits  filed  with  saitl 
answer,  and  with  general  replication  to  said  answer,  and  upon  the 
report  of  the  master  commissioner,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  de- 
cretal order  of  the  last  term,  and  was  argued  bycoimsel;"  and 
then  proceeds,  "on  consideration  whereof,  and  on  nlotion  of  the 
l)laintifi',  the  court  doth  adjudge,  onler  and  decree,  that  the  bill  of 
plaintiff  be  dismi8se<l,  and  that  he  i)ay  to  the  defendant  his  costs 
in  this  behalf  exixmrled.  but  the  defendant  is  not  to  bo  barred  or 
precluded  bv  this  decree  from  asserting  or  recovering,  in  anvprojier 
suit,  any  balance  which  may  l)e  found  due  him  by  the  plaintiff,  as 
set  out  and  asserted  in  the  answer  of  said  defendant,  growing  out 
of  the  account  asked  for  in  sai<l  bill ;"  this,  it  neems,  is  not  a  vol- 
untary dismissal  by  i>laintifi",  but  rather  only  shows  that  he  moved 
for  a  decree  in  the  cause.     Moon's  Adm'r  r.  Crovder,  79. 

116.  Costs. — In  the  imixtsition  of  costs,  the  chancellor  exercises  a  legal 

discretion,  governed  by  precedents  and  by  general  rules  applicable 
to  the  varying  circumstances  of  particular  cases ;  and  this  discre- 
tion is  fuliy  exercised  and  exhausted,  when  a  decree  for  the  pay- 
ment of  costs  is  embotlied  in  a  final  decree  settling  the  equities  of 
the  case,  declaring  and  defining  the  rights  of  the  j)artie8.  AV  parte 
Robinson,  .390. 

117.  Same  ;  final  decree  as  to,  not  amendable  or  revisable  at  subsequent  term. 

While  clerical  errors  may  be  corrected  at  a  subse«iuent  term,  the 
sentence  and  judgment  of  the  court — that  which  has  been  delib- 
erately ordered  and  adjudged  in  the  final  decree — can  not  be 
changed  or  mo<1ified  at  a  subsequent  term ;  and  this  is  as  tnie 
of  that. part  of  the  decree  which  adjudges  the  costs,  as  of  anv 
other  part.     lb.  SS9. 

118.  Revision  of  chancpllor's  decision  on  facts. — This  court  will  not  dis- 

turb the  chancellor's  tlecision  on  a  disputed  question  of  fact,  when 
the  record  does  not  clearlv  show  that  he  erred.  Butts  r.  Jirough- 
ton,  294. 

119.  Same. — This  general  rule  applies  in  this  particular  case  with  greater 

force  than  usual,  since  the  chancellor  had  Itefore  him  the  original 
writing,  the  genuineness  of  which  was  in  issue,  and  other  writings 
admitted  to  Im?  genuine,  none  of  which  are  before  this  court. 
Moon's  Adm'r  r.  Crowder,  79. 
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120.  Revision  of  chancellor^ s  rulings  on  exceptions  to  register's  report. — On 
appeal  from  the  chancellor's  decree  overruling  exceptions  to  tlie 
register's  report  ujion  matters  of  account,  dependent  upon  the  reg- 
ister's conclusions  from  the  evidence  adduced  before  him,  this  court 
will  indulge  all  reasonable  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  register's 
rulings,  and  will  not  disturb  them  unless  they  are  clearly  shown 
to  be  wrong.      Winter  v.  Banks,  409. 

CHARGE  OF  COIIRT  TO  JURY. 

1.  Charges  requested  ignoring  material  facts,  or  requiring  explanation. 

Charges  requested,  which  ignore  or  obscure  material  evidence,  or 
which  reciuire  additional  instructions  to  prevent  them  from  mis- 
leading the  jur^',  may  be  refused.     Callan  r.  McDanicl,  96. 

2.  Charges  given,  having  tendency  to  mislead. — A  charge  given,  having 

a  tendency  to  mislead  the  jury,  is  not  an  error  which  will  work  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment,  since  the  appellant,  if  apprehending  in- 
jury from  it,  might  liave  asked  explanatory  instructions.     Ih.  96. 

3.  Charge  referring  legal  question  to  jurg. — It  is  "the  duty  of  the  court  to 

determine  whether  the  summons  is  an  original  or  an  alias,  and  a 
charge  which  refers  the  decision  of  that  (juestion  to  the  jury  is 
erroneous.     Ala.  Great  So.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hawk,  112. 

4.  Abstract  charge  as  to  complicity  of  third  person  with  crime. — When 

there  is  no  evidence  whatever  tending  to  connect  any  other  person 
than  the  accused  with  the  death  of  the  child  alleged  to  have  been 
murdered,  or  with  the  concealment  of  its  body  where  it  was  found, 
charges  requested,  based  on  the  supposed  complicity  of  some 
other  person  with  the  crime,  are  abstract,  and  are  properly  re- 
fused on  that  account.     Hubbard  V.  The  State,  164. 

5.  Charge  as  to  sufficiency  of  proof  when  evidence  is  conflicting. — A 

charge  recjuested,  which  instructs  the  jury  that,  when  one  witness 
swears  to  the  existence  of  a  fact,  and  another  witness,  of  equal 
credibility,  swears  to  its  non-existence,  the  fact  is  not  proved,  un- 
less there  is  other  satisfactory  proof  of  it,  which,  standing  alone, 
would  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  probability  of  its  truth,  if  not 
erroneous,  is  certainly  misleading,  and  therefore  properly  refused. 
Dorganv.  The  State,  173. 

6.  General  exception  to  entire  charge. — A  general  exception  to  an  entire 

charge,  containing  several  separate  and  separable  clauses,  some  of 
which  are  correct,  can  not  be  sustained ;  the  particular  clauses, 
supposed  to  contain  error,  should  be  specifically  excepted  to. 
Farley  v.  The  State,  170. 

7.  General  exception  to  charges  given  or  refused. — A  general  exception 

to  several  charges  given  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  of  them 
is  erroneous  ;  and  in  likt  manner,  a  general  exception  to  the  refusal 
of  several  charges  asked  can  not  be  sustained,  unless  each  one  of 
them  embodies  a  correct  legal  proposition  applicable  to  the  evi- 
dence.    Stovall  v.  Fowler,  77. 

8.  Construction  of  writings ;  questions  for  court  and  jury. — It  is  the 

province  of  the  court  to  construe  written  instruments,  and  to  de- 
clare their  legal  effect ;  although,  when  the  legal  operation  and 
effect  of  the  instrument  depends,  not  only  on  the  meaning  and 
construction  of  the  words  used,  but  also  upon  collateral  facts  and 
extrinsic  evidence,  the  inference  of  fact  to  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence should  be  submitted  to  the  jury;  yet,  if  the  evidence  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  court,  without  objection,  and  passed  on,  the  court 
may  draw  all  such  inferences  as  the  jury  could  properly  have 
drawn.     Boykin  v.  Bank  of  Mobile,  262. 

9.  Construction  and  operation  of  deed;  questions  for  court  and  jury. 

The  construction  of  a  deed  is  always  a  question  for  the  court ;  but, 
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when  its  construction  and  oi)eration,  as  to  the  limits  and  lx)unda- 
ries  of  the  lands  conveyed,  <lepend  ui>on  extrinsic  parol  evidence, 
its  construction  and  effect  should  be  statetl  to  the  jury  hypothet- 
icallv,  so  that  they  inav  i)ass  upon  the  facts,  lluuut*  r.  Benrntein, 
547.' 
10.  Idem  gonan»;  whether  <jui'»tion  for  court  or  jury. — Whetlier  one  name 
is  idem  sonaiiK  with  another,  notwithstandinji  a  (Hfference  in  the 
spelling  of  the  two,  is  a  <iue.stion  of  fact  for  the  determination  of 
the  jurj',  when  it  arises  on  tlie  evidence  under  the  plea  of  the  gen- 
eral issue,  an<l  not  a  matter  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 
Underwood  v.  The  .Stale,  220. 
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§  3029.     Waiver  of  jury,     .yfartin  c.  King,  3-54. 
^  3058.    Competency   of    parties  as  witnesses,   in  actions   by  or 
again.st  administrators,  «fec.     Keel  v.  Larkin,  494;  Bin- 
ford's  Adm'r  v.  Dement,  491;  .funkins  r.  Lorelace,  -iO.S. 

23.  §3112.     Nonsuit  with  bill  of  exceptions.     Hurst  A  McWhorter  v. 

Bell  A  Co.,  3.36. 

24.  §  3128.     Costs  in  civil  cases.     Eslava  v.  Farley,  214. 

25.  §  3154.     Amendment  of  clerical  errors.      Whorley  v.  M.  «t  C.  Rail- 

road Co.,  20. 

26.  §§3161-68.     Rehearing  at  law,  on  ground  of  fraud,  accident,  or  mis- 

take.    E.i  parte  O'Xeal,  -560;  O'Xeal  v.  Kelly,  5.59. 
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27.  §3209.     Sale  of  mortgaged  lands  under  execution.    Junkins  v.  Love- 

lace, 303. 

28.  §  3213.     Levy  of  execution  after  the    defendant's  death.     Keel  v. 

Larkin,  494- 

29.  §  3225.     Limitation  of  suit  for  injury  to  lands.     Nininger  v.  Nor- 

wood, 277. 

30.  §  3226.     Limitation  of  action  for  conversion  of  property.     Sullivan 

V.  LavAer,  74. 

31.  k  3226,  subd.  7.     Limitation  of  action  against  sureties  of  executor  or 

administrator.     Martin  v.  Tally,  23. 

32.  §  3231.     Limitation  of  action  against  railroad  company  for  personal 

injuries.     Ala.  Gr.  So.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hatvk,  112. 

33.  §§  3497-3507.     Partition  in  Probate  Court.     Ward  v.  Corbett,  43S. 

34.  \  3760.     In  what  district  bill  may  be  filed.     Harwell  v.  Lehman, 

Durr  &  Co.,  344- 

35.  §  3786.     Weight  of  answer  as  evidence.     Buchanan  v.  Buchanan,  55. 

36.  §§  3801-04.     Cross-bill  and  answer.      Oilman,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  N.  O.  & 

S.  Railroad  Co.,  566. 

37.  §§  3837-39.     Bill  in  chancery  for  correction  of  errors  in  probate  de- 

cree.    Humphrei/s  r.  Burleson,  1;  Lyne's  Adm'r  v. 
Wann,  42;  Stoudenmire  v.  DeBardelabcn,  300. 

38.  §  3886.     Bill  in  equity  by  creditor  without  lien.     Weis  v.  Goetter, 

Weil  &  Co.,  259;  Harris  v.  Moore,  507. 

39.  §§  4071-93.     Bastardv  proceedings.     State  v.  Dorgan,  173;  Nicholson 

V.  State,  176. 

40.  4  4207.     Playing  cards  in  public  places.     Russell  v.  The  State,  222. 

41.  §4214.     Eenting  room  for  gaming  purposes.  Poteete  r.  The  State,  558. 

42.  §§  4304,  4306.     Rape  and  carnal  abuse  of  child.      Season  v.    The 

State,  191. 

43.  §  4343.     Burglary.     Kelly  v.  The  State,  244. 

44.  §  4377.     Embezzlement  by  clerk  or  bailee.      Washington  v.    The 

State,  272;  P.  A  M.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Tuntsall,  142. 

45.  §  4414.     Trespassing  cattle.     Cole  v.  The  State,  216. 

46.  §§  4613-14.     Depositions  of  convicts  in  penitentiary.      P.  tfc  M.  In- 

surance Co.  V.  Tnnstall,  142. 

47.  H  4695-97.     Criminal  proceedings  before  justice  of  the  peace.     Ex 

parte  Dunklin,  241. 

48.  §  4732.     Competencv  of  jurors.     Sylvester  v.  The  State,  201. 

49.  §  4765.     Oath  of  petit  jury.      Walker  r.  The  State,  218. 

50.  \  4800.     Averment  of    ownership    in    indictment.     White   v.    Tlie 

State,  195. 

51.  §  4872.     Service  of  copy  of  indictment  on  prisoner.     Hubbard  v. 

The  State,  164. 

52.  §  4874.     Special  jury  in  criminal  case.     Hubbard  v.  The  State,  164. 

53.  §  4881.     Competency  of  jurors.     Season  v.  The  State,  191. 

COMMON  LAAV. 

1.  Presumption  as  to. — In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  our 
courts  will  presume  that  the  common  law  prevails  in  Pensylvania, 
Illinois,  or  any  otlier  State  having  a  common  origin  with  our  own. 
Irwin  v.  Bailey,  467. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 

1.  Administration  of  assets  of  deceased  debtor. — As  against  creditors, 
seekiflg  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  their  claims  out  of  the  assets  of 
their  deceased  debtor,  the  administration  of  the  assets  is  governed 
by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  personal  representative  acts, 
and  where. he  was  appointed,  without  regard  to  the  domicile  of  the 
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creditor,  or  of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Jone»  v. 
Drexvry,  311. 
2.  Exemptions. — As  against  creditors,  the  right  to  a  liomestead  or  other 
exemption,  its  value  and  extent,  must  be  determined  by  the  law 
which  was  of  force  when  the  debt  was  contracted  ;  and  when  the 
creditor  is  a  surety,  by  the  law  which  was  of  force  when  his  lia- 
bility was  assumed.     Keel  v.  Larkin,  49S. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

1.  Taking  private  property  for  public  uses;  conntitutional  provisions  as 

to  pre-pay ment  of  compensation,  right  of  appeal,  and  trial  by  jury. 
The  several  clauses  in  the  present  constitution  relating  to  the  takr 
ing  of  private  property  for  public  uses  by  corporations  or  individ- 
uals (Art.  I,  §  24;  Art.  xiv,  §  7),  construed  in  connection  with  the 
pre-existing  law  and  judicial  decisions,  were  intended  to  si'cure 
just  comi)ensation  to  the  owner  of  the  property  taken,  and  to  com- 
pel its  payment  before  the  appropriation  was  complete ;  also,  to 
secure  th6  right  of  appeal  from  the  preliminary  assessment  of 
damages,  without  regard  to  the  character  of  the  tribunal  or  Ixxly  by 
wliich  the  assessment  may  be  made ;  and  the  right  to  a  trial  by- 
jury,  on  the  demand  of  either  party,  when  the  error  or  matter  com- 
plained of  is  the  amount  of  damages  assessed.  Mont.  So.  Raibvay 
Co.  V.  Sayre,  44'^- 

2.  Statutory  proceedings  for  condemnation  of  right  of  way;  appeal,  and 

trial  by  jury. — The  statute  regulating  proceedings  for  the  assess- 
ment of  damages,  when  lands  are  taken  by  a  railroad  corporation 
for  the  right  of  way  (Code,  §§  1833—10),  was  intended  to  carry  into 
effect  these  con.stitutional  provisions,  and  mu.'Jt  l>e  so  construed,  if 
possible,  as  to  effectuate  that  intention,  and  to  harmonize  tlie 
statute  with  the  constitution ;  and  thus  construing  the  section 
which  gives  an  appeal  to  either  party,  and  declares  that  "the 
same  pnx^eedings  shall  l)e  had  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  api>eal  from 
tlie  Probate  [Court]  to  the  higher  courts  of  "the  State  "  (\  1838),  it 
must  be  held  to  give  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  of  which  a 
jurv  is  a  constituent,  thereby  securing  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury, 
if  demanded.     Jb.  44S. 

3.  Disfranchisement  by  conviction  of  larceny. — The  constitutional  pro- 

vision which  disfranchises  all  persons  who  "shall  have  been  con- 
victed of  treason,  embezzlement  of  public  funds,  malfeasance  in 
office,  larceny,  brilwry,  or  other  crime  punishable  by  impri.son- 
ment  in  the  penitentiary"  (Art.  viii,  §3),  while  it  applies  to  all 
felonies  not  specifically  named,  includes  all  grades  of  larceny,  or 
otlier  offenses  particularly  named,  whether  felonies  or  misdemean- 
ors ;  consequently  a  person  convictetl  of  petit  larceny  is  disfran- 
chised and  disqualified  as  a  voter.     Anderson  v.  Tlie  State ,  187 . 

4.  Alienation   of  homestead ;   signature   and  acknowledgment   by    wife. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  186S,  prior  to  the  pass- 
age of  the  act  approved  April  23,  1873,  a  mortgage,  or  other  alien- 
ation of  the  homestead,  acknowledged  by  husband  and  wife,  and 
certilietl  in  the  form  prescribed  bv  the  statute  for  ordinary  convey- 
ances, was  sufficient  to  convey  tfie  homestead.  BxUtt  v.  Brough- 
ton,  S94. 

CONTRACTS. 

1.  Ambiguity;  rtdes  of  construction. — The  law  leans  against'the  destruc- 
tion of  contracts  on  the  ground  of  uncertainty,  and  a  contract  will 
not  he  declared  void  on  that  ground,  unless,  after  reading  and  in- 
terpreting it  in  the  light  of  th«  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
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made,  and  supplying  or  rejecting  words  necessarj'  to  carry  into 
effect  the  reasonable  intention  of  the  parties,  their  intention  can 
not  be  fairlv  collected  and  effectuated.  Boykin  v.  Bank  of  Mobile, 
262. 

2.  Contract  for  sale   of  lands;  sufficiency  of  description. — A  written 

agreement  to  sell  "  forty  acres  of  land,"  without  other  descriptive 
words,  is  void  for  uncertainty.     Thompson  v.  Gordon,  455. 

3.  As  to  the  rescission  of  contracts,  see  Chancery,  56,  57. 

4.  As  to  the  specific  performance  of  contracts,  see  Chancery,  58-62. 

CORPORATIONS. 

1.  Municipal  corporation;  judicial  notice  of  charter. — The  charter  of  a 

municipal  corporation  is  a  public  statute,  of  which  courts  will  take 
judicial  notice.     City  Council  of  Montgomery  v.  Wright,  411- 

2.  Same;  duty  to  keep  streets  and  side-walks  in   repair. — The  duty  of 

keeping  its  streets  and  side-walks  in  repair,  when  imposed  by 
statute  on  a  municipal  corporation,  is  unquestioned,  and  may  exist 
without  express  statutory  provision ;  and  this  duty  extends  to  the 
whole  width  of  those  thoroughfares,  and  requires  that  they  shall 
be  kept  in  proper  condition  for  safe  travel  bj'  night  as  well  as  by 
day.     lb.  411. 

3.  Same ;   action  against,  for  damages ;    notice   of  defect  in   street  or 

.side-walk. — To  maintain  an  action  against  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion for  damages,  on  account  of  injuries  resulting  from  its  fail- 
ure to  keep  the  streets  and  side-walks  in  proper  repair,  the  plain- 
tiff must  aver  and  prove  actual  notice  of  the  defect  in  the  street  or 
side-walk,  or  facts  from  which  constructive  notice  will  be  inferred; 
and  such  constructive  notice  may  be  inferred  from  the  notoriety  of 
the  defect,  and  its  continuance  for  such  length  of  time  as  to  raise 
the  presumption  that  the  proper  municipal  officers  did  in  fact 
know,  or  with  due  vigilance  and  care  ought  to  have  known  it. 
lb.  411. 

4.  Averment  of  corporate  character  and  name. — In  an  action  against  a 

municipal  corporation,  described  by  its  corporate  name,  it  is  not 
necessarj^  to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  is  a  body 
corporate,  since  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  that  fact,  and 
of  the  identity  of  the  defendant  as  such  corporation.     lb.  411- 

5.  Averment  of  corporate  duty  to  keep  streets  and  side-ivalks  in  repair. 

When  the  duty  of  keeping  "  the  streets  and  highways  in  repair," 
is  imposed  on  a  corporation  by  its  charter,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
aver  the  existence  of  this  duty  by  way  of  inducement,  when  de- 
claring against  the  corporation  for  damages  resulting  from  its 
breach  ;  and  this  is  done  with  sufficient  certainty  by  the  general 
allegation,  "which  the  defendant  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair." 
lb.  411. 

6.  Contributory  negligence;   when  not  imputed  to  plaintiff. — When  the 

evidence  shows  that  the  route  selected  by  plaintiff,  at  the  time  he 
was  injured  by  a  fall  caused  by  a  "wash-out"  in  the  side-walk, 
was  the  route  ordinarily  travelled  with  safety  by  all  persons  on 
foot  going  in  that  direction,  that  the  side-walk  at  that  point  was 
wide  enough  for  safe  passage  on  the  inside  of  the  "  wash-out,"  and 
that  there  w-as  no  side-walk  on  the  other  side  of  the  street ;  contri- 
butory negligence  can  not  be  imputed  to  him,  because  he  had 
knowledge  of  the  defect  in  the  side-walk,  and  did  not  select  a  dif- 
ferent route,     lb.  411. 

7.  Parties'  to  bill;  corporation  and  its  officers. — When  a  bill  in  equity  is 

filed  by  a  creditor  against  a  corporation,  its  directors  and  officers, 
against  whom  no  relief  is  prayed,  and  against  whom  no  fraud,  con- 
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spiracy,  or  breach  of  tnist  is  charged,  can  not  be  joined  as  defend- 
ants for  the  sole  purpose  of  discovery.  Xorwood  r.  Jf.  A  C.  Rail- 
road Co.,  56S. 

See,  also,  Railroads. 

COSTS. 

1.  In  chancery. — In  the  imposition  of  costs,  the  diancellor  exercises  a 

legal  di.«cretion,  governed  by  precedents  and  by  general  rules  ap- 
plicable to  the  varying  circumstances  (A  particular  cases;  and  this 
discretion  is  fully  exercised  and  exhausted,  when  a  decree  for  the 
payment  of  costs  is  embodied  in  a  final  de<'ree  settling  the  eijuities 
of  the  case,  defining  and  declaring  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Ex 
parte  liobinMon,  .189. 

2.  Same ;  final  decree  as  to,  not  amendable  or  revxsable  at  subsequent  term. 

While  clerical  errors  may  be  corrected  at  a  subsequent  term,  the 
sentence  and  judgment  of  the  court — that  which  has  been  delib- 
erately orflered  and  adjudged  in  the  final  decree — can  not  Ik; 
changed  or  modified  at  a  subseouent  term  ;  and  this  is  as  true  of 
that  part  of  the  decree  which  adjudges  the  costs,  as  of  any  other 
part.     lb.  SS9. 

3.  On  petition  for  supersedeas  of  execution. — When  a  petition  is  filed  for 

the  supersedeas  of  an  execution,  sued  out  by  an  assignee  in  the 
name  of  the  original  plaintifT,  the  assignee  may  be  made  a  defend- 
ant thereto;  and  if  he  comes  in  voluntarily  as  a  party,  and  is  un- 
successful in  resisting  the  supersedeas,  co.st8  may  l:)e  adjudged 
against  him,  uiuler  the  general  statiite  (Code,  §  3128),  as  the  un- 
successful party  in  a  civil  suit.     Eslava  r.  Farley,  .^14- 

4.  Sureties  for  costs,  by  party  resisting  supersedeas  of  execution. — There 

is  no  statute  which  requires  the  assignee  of  a  judgment,  when  re- 
sisting the  supersedeas  ol  an  execution  sued  out  by  him  in  the  name 
of  his  assignor,  to  give  security  for  the  costs  if  unsuccessful,  or 
which  authorizes  a  siunmary  judgment  against  sureties  given  by 
him  voluntarily ;  yet  he  can  not  assign  as  error  such  summary 
judgment  against  his  sureties,  since  it  is  not  prejudicial  to  him. 
lb.  214. 

5.  Appeal  or  writ  of  error  bond  in  Federal  courts;  costs  recoverable  on 

ajfirmance,  though  bond  not  operative  as  supersedeas. — In  an  action 
on  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error  oond,  given  on  the  removal  of  a  judg- 
ment from  a  Circuit  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Uniteil 
States,  and  conditioned  that  the  appellant  or  plaintifi"  "  shall  prose- 
cute said  writ  of  error  to  effect,  and  answer  all  damages  and  costs  if 
he  fail  to  make  his  plea  good"  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  ^^  1,000  et  sen.), 
although  the  bond  may  not  operate  as  a  supersedeas  of  the  judg- 
ment, a  recovery  may  be  had  for  the  costs  of  the  api>eal,  if  the 
judgment  is  affirmed.     Crowder  v.  Morgan,  535. 

COURT  AND  JURY.    See  Charge  of  Court  to  Juhv,  7-9. 

COURT  OF  PROBATE. 

1.  Entry  of  judqineut  or  decree;  n-hen  prftperlif  made  and  dated. — A  de- 
cree of  the  Probate  Court,  rendered  on  the  final  settlement  of  an 
estate,  usually  embraces  the  findings  of  the  court  on  l)oth  law  and 
fact,  and,  like  a  decree  in  chancery,  can  not  be  known  until  it  is 
ofliciallv  announced  by  the  judge ;  and  it  should  he&r  date  and 
take  effect  as  of  the  time  of  said  official  announcement.  But, 
when  the  probate  of  a  will  is  contestetl,  and  an  issue  of  derisnvit 
rel  non  is  submitted  to  a  jury,  who  find  in  favor  of  the  will,  the 
judgment  necessarily  follows  the  verdict,  as  in  an  action  at  law ; 
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and  the  verdict  being  rendered  on  Saturday  morning,  while  the 
court  is  in  session,  the  judgment  is  properly  entered  and  dated  as 
of  that  day,  although  the  entry  was  not  actually  made  until  ten 
o'clock  at  night,  after  the  expiration  of  office  hours.  Lanier 
V.  Richardson,  134. 

2.  Jurisdiction  in  matter  of  trusts;   conclusiveness  of  decree. — Where 

the  will  confers  on  an  executor  personal  trusts,  which  may  not  ex- 
pire when  his  executorial  duties  cease,  and  which  can  not  be  finally 
settled  until,  on  the  termination  of  the  widow's  life-estate,  the 
property  is  delivered  to  the  remainder- men,  unless  the  executor 
and  trustee  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed  ;  while  the  Probate  Court 
may  make  a  final  settlement  of  his  accounts  as  executor,  and  the 
decree  would  be  conclusive  on  the  widow,  who  was  a  party  to  it ; 
yet,  as  to  the  matters  connected  with  the  trust,  the  court  would  be 
without  jurisdiction,  and  the  decree  rendered  would  be  no  protec- 
tion to  the  executor  in  any  future  litigation  with  the  remainder- 
men who  were  not  parties  to  it.     Pinney  v.  Werhorn,  58. 

3.  Sale  of  decedent's  latids  to  pay  debts;  jurisdiction  of  court,  and  con- 

chisiveness  of  decree. — The  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court  to 
order  a  sale  of  lands  belonging  to  a  decedent's  estate,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  attaches  on  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  the  personal 
representative,  showing  a  necessity  for  the  sale ;  and  when  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  thus  attached,  and  an  order  of  sale 
has  been  rendered,  such  order  is  conclusive  as  to  the  insufficiency 
of  the  personal  assets,  and  the  existence  of  debts  for  which  the 
lands  are  liable,  and  it  can  not  be  collaterally  impeached  on  ac- 
count of  irregularities  in  the  proceedings.     Foxworth  v.  White,  224. 

4.  Same ;  pleadings. — In  a  proceeding  before  the  Probate  Court  for  an 

order  to  sell  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts,  the  technical  rules  of 
pleading  can  not  be  strictly  applied.  Gayle's  Adm'r  v.  Johnson, 
254. 

5.  Jurisdiction  to  decree  jxirtition. — Under  its  statutory  power  to  make 

partition  of  lands  among  several  joint  owners  or  tenants  in  com- 
mon (Code,  §§  3497-3507),  the  Probate  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  decree  partition  where  the  lands  are  not  susceptible  of  division 
into  equal  parts,  or  parts  of  equal  value  ;  and  this  can  not  be  done, 
where  the  parties  own  unequal  interests — as,  where  one  of  four 
joint  owners,  or  tenants  in  common,  has  conveyed  a  part  of  his 
imdivided  interest  to  another.  (Overruling  Simpson  v.  Malone  & 
Foote,  60  Ala.  338.)     Ward  v.  Corbett,  438. 

CRIMINAL  LAW. 

Appeal. 

1.  By  State. — Under  the  statute  giving  the  State  a  right  of  appeal  in  a 

criminal  case,  when  the  statute  under  which  the  indictment  was 
found  is  held  to  be  unconstitutional  (Sess.  Acts  1880-81,  p.  65),  the 
record  must  affirmatively  show,  that  the  constitutionality  of  the 
statxxte  was  assailed  by  demurrer,  and  that  the  court  held  it  to  be 
unconstitutional ;  and  when  the  record  does  not  affirmatively  show 
this,  the  appeal  will  be  dismissed.     The  State  v.  Bauerman,  252. 

Burglary. 

2.  Sufficiency  of  indictment,  in  description  of  building,  goods,  etc. — An 

indictment  which  charges  that  the  defendant,  with  intent  to  steal, 
"  broke  into  and  entered  the  store  of  J.  H.,  in  which  goods  or  mer- 
chandise, things  of  value,  were  at  the  time  kept,  for  use,  sale,  or 
deposit"  (Code,  §  4343),  is  sufficient,  without  any  further  aver- 
ment of  the  value  of  the  goods.     Kelly  v.  The  State,  244- 
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3.  Afrrin''nt  of  oi'ufrKhip  of  /n'tiM'i-fi/. — lu  an  indictment  for  burglary, 

where  tlie  house  Jjroken  into  and  entered  belontifs  to  several  part- 
ners, joint  owners,  or  tenants  in  coinuion  (Code,  ^  4800 ;  Si*s9. 
Acts,  1878-7V),  p.  -Ui),  the  ownersiiip  may  Ixj  laid  in  anyone  or 
more  of  theia.      White  r.  Tf(4>  Slate,  19,'). 

CAKIlYIMi    CoX<E.U.EO    WkAI'OXS. 

4.  VhargfA  on  eridi'nrf,  niradnuj  prorlnn'  of  juri/. — A  charge  which  as- 

sumes, as  a  fact,  tliat  "  there  is  no  proof  as  to  whether  the  witness 
looked  to  see  whether  the  defendant  had  a  pistol  or  not,"  when 
the  witness  testilie<l  that  he  passed  within  a  few  feet  of  the  de- 
fen«lant,  while  lyinj;;  <m  the  ground  drunk,  "  but  <lid  not  examine 
lum,"  is  properly  refused;  nor  cotild  it  be  aftirmad,  as  matter  oi 
law,  that  unless  the  witness,  wliile  passing  by,  "  l<x»ked  to  see 
whether  tiie  defendant  had  a  pistol  or  not,  there  could  l»e  no  infer- 
ence that  the  pistol  was  then  concealed,"  which  another  witness 
saw  in  his  hand  a  short  time  previously.  Farley  v.  The  Sfatr,  190. 
• 

KVIUENCE. 

5.  (.'onfeKxliin.^  ;   vhiii  rol n iita ri/ a nd  adinis.<ibli' . — A  C(>!ifession  by  a  per- 

son accused  is  nut  necessarily  voluntary  and  admissible,  Inrcause 
the  ixjrson  to  whom  it  was  made  testifies  that  he  used  no  jiromises 
nor  threats  to  induce  a  confession ;  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  is  it 
rendere<l  involuntary  imd  inadmissible,  because  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  madt",  not  being  an  officer,  or  in  authority,  exhorted 
liim  to  speak  the  truth,  or  told  him  it  would  Imj  better  (or  best)  for 
him  to  tell  the  truth.     Kelly  c.  Tlie  State,  ?44. 

6.  Same. — The  witness  in  this  case,  testifying  to  the  prisoner's  confes- 

sions while  in  custody,  said  that  he  useil  no  jjromises  nor  threats 
to  induce  a  confession,  but  adde«l :  "I  said  to  him,  '  Y'nu  have  ynt 
your  foot  into  it,  and  {(oinehndy  the  wax  v'ith  yon  ;  now,  if  yon  did 
break  open  the  door,  the  heat  thing  you  ran  dn  in  to  tell  all  about  it, 
and  to  tell  who  watr  with  you,  and  to  tell  the  truth,  the  whole  truth, 
and  nothing  but  the  truth.'  I  wanted  to  pnxluce  the  impression  on 
his  mind  that  it  was  best  to  tell  all  about  it,  and  I  did  produce  that 
impression  l>efore  he  would  tell  me."  i/^W,  that  the  confession 
ought  to  have  been  excluded.     lb.  ^44- 

7.  Sujffieiency  of  rirrumxtantial  evidence. — The  test  of  the  sutticiency 

of  circumstantial  evidence,  in  a  criminal  case,  is  not  whether  it 
produces  as  full  conviction  as  would  be  produced  by  the  positive 
testimony  of  a  single  credible  witness,  but  whether  it  satisfies  the 
minds  of  the  jurv  to  the  exclusion  of  everv  reasonable  doubt. 
liank»  <.{•  Wood  v.  'The  State,  r>2^. 

8.  Sufficiency  of  evidence,  and  charge  a*  to  conjiict. — If  the  jury  enter- 

tain a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  anv  material 
fact  constituting  a  partof  the  testimonv  in  a  criminal  case,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  the  l>enefit  of  that  doubt,  however  small 
may  be  its  influence ;  but  this  principle  does  not  extend  to  a  con- 
flict in  the  testimonv  of  two  witnesses  as  to  a  collateral  an<l  im- 
material matter.  W'hite  v.  The  State,  195. 
\K  .is  to  prexnini>tiiin  imiilied  from  failure  to  call  witnesg. — There  is  no 
rule  of  law  which  rt><iuires  that,  in  cases  of  larceny  or  burglary, 
based  on  circunjstantial  evidence,  the  person  who  last  had  the 
rightful  or  inno«.-ent  jKts.session  of  the  stolen  property  must  Ije  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  or  raises  a  presumption 
favorable  to  the  <lefendant's  innocence  from  the  failure  to  examine 
such  person  as  a  witness.  lb.  lU.'i. 
10.   Proof  of  venue;  failure  of  record  to  show. — When  no  instruction  is 
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given  or  refused,  involving  an  inquiry  into  the  sufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  authorize  a  conviction,  or  as  to  the  proof  of  venue,  the 
failure  of  the  hill  of  excej)tions  to  show  that  the  venue  was 
proved,  while  it  purports  to  set  out  "substantially  all  the  evi- 
dence," will  not  work  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  Hubbard- 
V.  The  Stale,  l(!4. 

(r AMINO. 

f  1 .  Phiiilnr/  rar(l<  <il  public  plarrs. — A  room  in  a  house  belonging  to  the 
.  jnoprietor  of  a  hotel  or  tavein,  and  used  by  him  at  the  time  for 
the  aci'oniniodation  of  guests,  is  appurtenant  to  the  hotel  or 
tavern,  and  within  the  statute  against  playing  cards  at  hotels  and 
other  public  houses  and  places  (Code,  §  4207),  although  situated 
f)n  a  separate  lot,  eighty  or  ninety  feet  from  the  hotel,  and  never 
before  used  for  the  accommodation  of  guests.  Husxell  r.  The 
Stale,  2fi^. 

12.  AlloiriiKj  room  la  b(    vsrd  for  gaming  purposes;  who   is  ^'  owner  or 

proprietor.^' — Tuder  the  statute  which  makes  it  a  penal  ofTense 
for  any  person,  "being  the  owner  or  proprietor  of  any  house, 
room,"  ki-.,  to  rent  or  lease  the^same  for  gaming  purposes,  or 
knowingly  to  jiermit  the  same  to  be  u.sed  for  any  such  purpose 
(Code,  \  4214),  a  conviction  may  be  had  against  a  person  wJio  has 
l>ossession  as  a  tenant  or  lessee.     Poteete  r.  TJie  State,  558. 

lu.EOAi,  Voting. 

13.  Disfraiirhiseiiient  by  conrlctloti  of  larce'tiy. — The  constitutional  pro- 

vision which  disfranchises  all  persons  who  "shall  have  been  con- 
victed of  treason,  embezzlement  of  public  funds,  malfeasance  in 
office,  larceny,  brih(iry,  or  other  crime  punishaVjle  by  imprison- 
ment in  the  penitentiary"  (Art.  viii,  §3),  while  it  applies  to  all 
felonies  not  specifically  named,  includes  all  grades  of  larceny,  or 
other  oflenses  particularly  named,  whether  felonies  or  misde- 
meanors ;  consequently  a  person  convicted  of  petit  larceny  is  dis- 
franchised and  disqualitied  as  a  voter.     Anderson  v.  The  State,  187. 

Im)I(  TMENT. 

14.  hidorsemenis  on  indictment. — The  only  evidence  required  by  statute, 

as  to  the  authenticity  of  an  indictment,  is  the  indorsement  of  the 
foreman  of  the  grand  jury ;  and  the  indorsement  by  the  clerk, 
showing  when  it  was  filed  in  court,  may  be  made  at  any  time 
while  the  cause  is  in  fieri.     Hnhbard  r.  The  State,  164. 

\b.  Service  of  copy  of  indictment  on  defendant ;  sufficiency  of  copy. — In 
preparing  a  <'opy  of  the  indictment  for  service  on  the  accused  in  a 
capital  case  (Code,  ^  4S72),  the  clerk  should  include  in  the  copy  all 
the  indorsements  on  the  original ;  but  the  indorsement  of  the 
prosecutor's  name,  or  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  prosecutor  {lb. 
(j  4778),  beinsr  matters  which  are  merely  directory,  and  the  omis- 
sion of  which  does  not  atl'ect  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment, 
their  omission  from  the  copy  does  not  affect  its  validity,  and  is 
not  an  irregularily  which  can  prejudice  the  defendant.     lb.  164. 

]6.  Sufficiency  of  Indictment;  joinder  of  oj^enses;  election  by  prosecrition. 
In  an  indictment  for  rape,  and'  for  the  statutory  oifense  of  having 
carnal  know  ledge  of  a  female  child  under  ten  years  of  age,  or  the 
abuse  of  such  child  in  the  attempt  to  have  carnal  knowledge  of  her 
(Code,  §^  4804,  430(i),  it  is  sufl^cient  to  pursue  the  statutory  forms 
(Nos.  7,  8,  p.  992)  ;  the  offenses  may  be  joined,  in  different  counts, 
in  the  same  indictment ;  and  the  State  can  not  be  compelled  to 
elect  on  which  count  it  will  proceed,  when  the  evidence  on  the 
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trial  (lisi'loses  tliat  the  foinale  was  over  ten  years  of  age  when  the 
oflense  wa»  coinniitted.     fieanon  r.  Tin-  Stair,  1!H. 

17.  Arerineiit  nnti  proof  of  oit'inTshlp  of  thing  ntolev. — In  an  indietnient 

for  larceny,  the  ownershij)  of  the  projM'rty  or  thiny  stolen  niuHt  Ik* 
alle^re<l,  or  the  faihirc  to  jillejre  it  must  he  excused  hy  i)ro|H-r  aver- 
ments;  and  a  variance  het ween  the  allegations  and  the  j>n»of  is 
fat«l  to  a  convi<-tion.      I'lidi  ihihhI  r.   Tlw  Stntr,  J'iO. 

18.  ArrrtiKiit  of  onni'riiliip,  nntl  of  priiir'nHil'x   tmtite,  in  iinlictiiinil. — In 

an  in<lictini'nt   for  einlH'ZzU'inent  hy  an  agent,  the  name  of  his 

f)rincipal  must  l>e  alleged;  and  it  is  the  saf»*r  i»ractice,  also,  ttt  al- 
ege  the  nwiiership  of  the  projwrty.  though  this  averment  may 
not  he  uecessarv,  ahd  must  be  proved  as  laid.  WttHliliiiftoH  r.  Thf 
Stair,  .';«'. 

JriiOKS     A.VO    JlKV. 

19.  Oiujaiiizalioii   of  grain!  jnrij;    vohintani   appeoram'f  of  juror  drairn 

hat  not  xuiniitoned;  mnmnonx  of  jtrrson  uot  droini. — A  jx'rsttu  wlxi 
was  regularly  drawn  and  selected  as  a  grand  juror,  but  was  not 
summoned,  may  voluntarily  ap|H>ar.  and  then^by  suV»ject  himself 
to  the  control  of  the  court  as  if  he  had  been  sununoned  ;  and  if  a 
person  is  summoned  who  was  uot  drawn  and  sele«ted,  and  whi* 
does  not  app<'ar,  such  summons  does  uot  work  any  irregularity  in 
the  organization  of  tlie  grand  jury.     Si/lrmter  r.  'fhr  State,  201. 

20.  Coviprli^nci/  of  juror;  irlio  is  fionHrhoUhr. — .-\  man    wlio  provitles  for 

his  family,  and  lives  with  them  in  a  htmse  which  belongs  to  his 
wife's  statutory  estate,  of  which  he  has  control  as  husband  and 
trustee,  is  a  householder  '(Vjde,  ^  471^5),  and  competent  to  serve  as 
a  juror,  f  ft.  JOI. 
*2l.  C'oinpftfiiri/  of  juror. — .\  juror  is  not  subject  to  challenge  for  cause, 
merely  iK'cause  he  has  formed  an  f>pinion  as  to  the  guilt  or  inno- 
cen«'e  of  the  accused,  which  may  be  changed  by  the  evi<l<'nce;  he 
is  dis<iualified,  only  '"when  he  has  a  tixe<l  opinion  which  would 
bias  his  verdict."      Heaxon  r.  The  SIntr,  2UI. 

22.  Oath  of  iH-til  jar;/. — A   rwital   in  the  judgment-entry,  in  a  criminal 

case,  that  "the  jury  was  sworn  acconfing  to  law  to  try  the  issue 
joine<l,"  does  not  show  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute 
(Coile,  ^  47()o;,  but  negatives  the  idea  that  the  projK'r  i>ath  was 
admini.'itered.      Walbr  r.  Thr  Statr,  i'lH. 

23.  Special   renirr   in   rnpitnl  ra.-<r;    irhal   i»    rerixiihle. — The   UUudK'r   of 

jurors  to  be  summoned  in  a  ca|iital  case  is  matt<'r  of  disrretion 
with  the  court,  provi<1e«l  the  number  summone*!,  including  the  reg- 
ular jurors  for  the  week  or  term,  is  not  less  than  tifty,  nor  more 
than  one  hundred  (Code,  ^  4874) ;  and  the  exercise  of  this  dist-re- 
tion  is  not  revisable  on  error,     llnhbard  r.The  State,  I114. 

24.  Objertiiot  to  rruire,   on  arroinit  of  mixtakex  in  nanien  of  jiirom. — Mis- 

takes in  the  names  of  persons  sununoned  as  jurftrs  in  a  capital 
ease,  or  discrei»ancies  in  their  names  l»etween  the  renire  and  the 
ropv  servcif  on  the  defendant,  are  not  g<K)d  ground  for  <|uashing 
Xiw' renire.      J  h.    104. 

I.AKCKNV    AND     KmHEZZI.KMKNT. 

25.  At  common  I'lir.  and  tnj  slutiile. — At  cotumon  law,  end)ezzlement  was 

a  mere  breach  of  trust,  and  not  an  indictable  offense,  unless  the 
act  amounted  to  larceny  ;  and  the  statutes  in  reference  to  end)ezzle- 
ment  by  clerks,  agents,  &c.  (("iKle.  ^^  4.">77,  '83,  '84),  embrace  some 
acts  which  were  larceny  at  common  law,  as  well  as  acts  which 
were  mere  breaches  of  trust.  /'.  A-  M.  Insurance  Co.  r.  TunstaU, 
142. 
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26.  Embezzlement,  and  fraudulent  conversion  0/ properly,  by  agent;  wliether 

felony,  or  vihdemeanor. — An  agent  or  servant  who  embezzles,  or 
franciulently  converts  to  his  own  use,  "iiny  mouej'  or  property 
which  has  come  to  his  possession  by  virtue  of  hisempMiyment, 
must  be  punisJied,  on  conviction,  as  if  he  had  st^olen  it  "(Code, 
§  4877) ;  and  the  larceny  of  an  ox,  or  other  douiostio  animal  named 
in  the  statute,  l)eing  now  made  a  felony  without  regard  to  the'v^l- 
ue  of  the  animal  stolen  (Ih.  ^-i'^bS),  the  embey.zlemeut  of  such 
animal  by  an  agent  is  equally  a  felony  without  regard  to  value. 
WaMngfon  r.  The  State,  rilfi. 

27.  Averment  of  oirnership,  and  of  priacipaVti  name,  in  Indictment. — In 

an  indictment  for  emlx^zzlement  by  an  agent,  the  name  of  his 
principal  must  be  alleged ;  and  it  is  the  safer  practice,  also,  to  al- 
lege the  ownership  of  the  j^roperty,  though  this  averment  may  not 
be  necessary,  and  must  be  proved  as  laid.     lb.   'HS. 

28.  Variance. — Where  the  indictment  alleges  that  the  defendant  em- 

bezzled property  which  came  to  his  possession  as  the  agent  of  S., 
while  the  proof  shows  that  the  property  was  placed  in  liis  posses- 
sion by  one  T.,  who  was  the  bailee  of  S.,  to  be  delivered  to  S.,  the 
variance  is  fatal,  unless  it  is  shoM  n  that  S.  ratitied  or  recognized 
the  appointment,     lb.  212. 

29.  Possessioil  of  .stolen  goods  by  accused. — Possession  of  stolen  goods 

by  the  accused,  eveii  thougli  unexjilained  and  exclusive,  does  not 
authorize  the  inference  of  his  t'omplicity  in  the  larceny  or  burglary 
charged,  imless  it  is  also  recent,  or  soon  after  the  commission  of 
the  offense;  and  while  the  word  /rcf/t/,  in  this  connection,  is  not 
capable  of  any  exact  definition,  but  varies  Avithin  a  certain  range, 
with  the  conditions  of  each  particular  case,  and  though  there  may 
be  cases  in  which  the  court  may,  as  matter  of  law,  pronounce  the 
possession  recent ;  yet  the  <iuestion  is  usually  one  of  fact  for  the 
determination  of  the  jury,  and  a  charge  which  ignores  it,  or  with- 
draws it  from  their  consideration,  is  erroneous.  (Overrnling  Mai/- 
nardv.  The  State,  46  Ala.  85.)     White  c.  The  State,  195. 

30.  Same. — The  possession  of  stolen  goods  recently  after  the  larceny,  if 

unexplained,  is  a  criminating  fact,  from  which  the  jury  may  infer 
the  defendant's  complicity  in  the  larceny  ;  and  the  question  of  its 
sufficiency  being  for  their  determination  alone,  the  court  may  re- 
fuse to  instruct  them  tha:t  such  unexplained  recent  possession, 
"without  other  circumstances  tending  to  show  felonious  intent, 
does  not  amount  to  proof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  a  larceny 
committed  by  the  defendant."     I'nderwood  v.  The  State,  220. 

Murder. 

31.  Conviction  of  murder  in  second  degree. — Under  an  indictment  for 

murder  in  the  usual  form  (Code,  991,  Form  No.  2),  a  verdict  of 
guilty  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  is  an  acquittal  of  the  higher 
ofi'ense ;  and  on  a  second  trial,  after  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  of 
conviction,  althouigh  the  defendant  can  not  be  convicted  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  the  jury  may  find  him  guilty  of  the  second 
degree  on  evidence  showing  his  guilt  in  the  first  degree,  and  the 
court  may  so  instruct  them.     Sylve.'^ter  r.  The  State,  201. 

32.  Use  of  deadly  to'eajxjn;  presumption  of  malice. — From  the  use  of  a 

deadly  weapon,  the  law  infers  an  intent  to  kill,  or  to  do  grievous 
bodily  harm  ;  and  if  the  circumstances  do  not  show  excuse,  justifi- 
cation, or  immediate  provocation,  the  presumption  of  malice  is 
conclitsively  drawn.     lb.  201. 

33.  Deadly  weapon  defined. — A  deadly  weapon  is  not  one  a  blow  from 

whicn  would  ordinarily  produce  death,  but  one  from  which,  as  it 
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was  used  in  the  particular  case,  deatli  would  probably  result ;  ami 
whether  the  weaiKMi  was,  in  its  nature  and  eharaeter,  a  ili-a<lly 
weai»f)n,  is  generally  a  matter  of  law  for  the  deeifiitMi  of  th*  court, 
and  not  a  <iuestionot  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  jury.  J  h.  .'01. 

34.  Dyiuij  <lf((<tifiti»iix. — When  dyinj;:  declarations  are  proved  tn  have 
iHfeu  made  under  a  sense  of  iinjK'ndin^  ileath,  their  admissibility 
or  etlect  as  evidence  is  not  impaired  or  aHect€><l  \r\'  the  fa<'t  that  the 
family  of  the  deceased  Ihuu^ht  at  the  time  that  Jie'wouM  rw<iver; 
and  pr«M.if  o(  th«t  fa«-t  is  not  relevant  or  a«hniK8ible  as  evidence. 
Ih.ML. 

-%.  .\i>]niirnn<-e  nf  fle/ftnliinf'x  clothhuf;  rfJertittrij  tiit  er'nleurf. — The 
alwence  of  all  apjwarance  of  bl»K)d  on  the  clothing  of  the  accitsi'il, 
iunue<liately  after  the  killing,  is  not  a  fact  tending  to  his  exculpa- 
tion, \v  hen  it  is  not  shown,  or  attejnpte<l  to  be  .shown,  that  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  wound  intlirtedon  the  deceastil.or  the 
circumstances  under  wliidi  it  was  inflicted,  were  such  that  stains 
of  blo^idl  W(HiId  probably  have  been  found  on  the  persr)n  or  «-loth- 
injf  of  the  j>er|K'tratt»r  of  the  crime.     ///.  ii>l. 

36.  FHijliI  iij  iiminfil;  rihiniirij  of  I  liihiiii-. — The  tlii;ht  of  the  acci.ise<l, 

at  or  alHjnt  the  time  he  is  accused  or  .«<u»pecte<l,  is  relevant  and  ad- 
missible evid<>nce  ajrainst  him,  "  the  force  of  which  tlepends  on  its 
coniu*<;tiou  with  «»ther  crimiiiatinji  facts;"  and  as  circuujstances 
t4?ndiui2  to  Hkow  such  tlitrht,  it  may  \k'  prove«l  that  .search  was 
ma<le  for  him  at  his  repuU'<l  residem-e,  an<l  at  ]>laces  to  which  it 
might  reasouablv  presumed  he  bad  gone,  and  that  he  ooukl  not  Ije 
found.     Ih.  JOL 

37.  H»'U'V<Trn-y  of  tiiihnrf    roiincrtiiiij  fliir<i   ftfrsoti   irilfi    kiUiinj. — In    a 

iJroBfH-ution  for  nnwder,  the  evi<lence  against  the  accused  being  al- 
tt)gother  iM'n'umstanlial,  he  may  adduce  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  crime  was  in  fact  committed  by  another  jierstai ;  but  siuh 
evidence,  ti>  1k.>  admissible,  "  nuist  relati'  to,  and  W  <lerived  from 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  killing;  "  an<l  it  is  not  |K'rniissi- 
ble  to  prov*',  for  this  pini>ose,  the  hostile  relations  existing  l>t>- 
tween  the  tlweased  and  a  third  person,  who  is  not  shown  to  have 
had  any  agency  in  the  honjici<le,  or  to  have  In'en  near  the  i»lace 
where  it  was  conunitted  at  the  time  of  its  commission.  Hank^f  A 
Wood  r.  Tht  Stair,  .',.>.'. 

38.  AhMntcl  rhnrfif  <iK  to  roiiijillril;/  of  third  f>rn<oii  iiith  <'ntiu\ — When 

there  is  no  evidence  whatev<'r  tending  to  conne«-t  any  other  person 
thsui  the  accused  with  the  death  of  the  child  alleged  to  have  In-en 
murdered,  or  with  the  conc«-alment  of  its  Ixxly  where  it  was  found, 
charges  reque.<*te<l.  baseil  on  the  supp«»se<l  compli«'ity  of  some  other 
person  with  the  crime,  an-  abstract,  and  are  properly  refuse<I  on 
thataccoimt.     /Iiibl>or(lr.TI„Stnt,,n:4. 

39.  To  wk'tt  iritnt'KK  mail  tc-itiffi. — On  a  trial  imder  an  indictment  for  in- 

fantit'ide,  a  witness  who  examined  the  dead  Innlvof  the  child  may, 
though  not  an  ex|«>rt,  testify  that  he  "considered  it  fully  de- 
veloped :  "  this  iH'ing  a  matter  of  fm-t  ojM'n  to  observation,  an«l  the 
witness  l>eiiig  subject  to  cross-examinati«in  as  to  his  u.se  of  the 
words  an<l  his  knowledge  of  their  meaning.     //*.  11:4. 

I'l.EAS  ANU   DkKKVSES. 

40.  Foniifr  <ti'(jniUal,  or  coinicfioii. — .\   former  acquittal  or  «"onviction, 

pleadable  in  bar  of  another  prosecution,  pre-supiM)ses  a  trial  before 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  render  a  jmlgnient  on  the  merits; 
and  this  etfeit  can  not  be  attributed  to  a  (le«Msit)n  rendered  by  a 
court  whose  authority  is  limited  to  the  iu(|uiry,  whether  there  is 
sufficient  cause  shown  for  semling  the  accused  tf>  a  court   having 
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jurisdiction  to  try  and  deterniine  the  oliarge.  Xirhohon  r.  The 
Stale,  /76. 

41.  Pr((ctici'  (IK  to  Jiliiiy  ftli'd  ill  abatiDieiif;    irluit   la   reiixahh'. — Whether 

thi!  defendant  shall  he  permitted  to  with(h-aw  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  interpose  a  plea  in  abat(Mnent  on  accoinit  of  a  misnomer,  is 
matter  of  discretion  with  the  court  below,  and  is  not  reviaable  by 
this  Oouit.      Ifahhord  r.  The  Slate,  /il}. 

42.  MIxiKtiin'r  and  rarianre. — The  mere  mis-spelling  of  a  name,  whether 

of  the  defendant  or  a  third  person,  does  not  vitiate  an  indictment, 
and  is  not  a  fatal  variance,  unless  the  difierence  causes  a  material 
change  in  the  pronimciatioTi  of  the  name.  Indervood  r.  The 
Stale,  £M. 

43.  Same;  irhether  iiuexlion  forronrl  <ir  jnri/. — Whether  one  name  is  idem 

soHaiia  with  another,  notwithstanding  a  difi'erence  in  the  spelling 
of  the  two,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  detenuination  of  the  jury, 
when  it  arises  on  the  evidence  under  the  ]>!ea  of  the  general  issue, 
and  not  a  matter  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court.     /  h.  ^20. 

44.  Misninner;  adiiil.'<!iion   iinjjiied  from   aileure. —  Issiie  being  joined  on 

the  plea  of  misnomer  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  competent  for  the 
prose<'Ution  to  prove,  as  an  imj)lied  admission  by  the  defendant, 
that  he  was  arraigned  antl  tried  in  th(i  mayor's  court  by  the  same 
name  alleged  in  the  indictment.  wiUiout  interposing  any  objection 
on  the  groimd  of  misnomer.      Wliite  v.  The  State,  195. 

45.  Same;  releraiiei/  of  evidence  an  to  rnstotn  or  nuage. — On  the  trial  of 

such  issue,  the  alleged  misnomer  being  in  the  surname  of  the  de- 
fendant, wlio  was  a  young  mulatto  })oy,  and  whose  mother,  testi- 
fying as  u  witness  for  him,  was  called  by  the.  surname  of  her 
former  ownei',  and  stated  that  his  name  was  also  the  same,  as 
alleged  in  his  plea ;•  evidence  of  the  fact  that,  "after  the  war, 
negroes  took  their  surnames  from  their  former  owners  or  masters, 
and  negro  children  were  called  by  the  name  of  their  mother's 
former  owner  or  master,"  has  no  legitimate  tendency  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  thus  acipiired  his  surname,  and  is  not  relevant  or 
udmissil)le  evidence  for  him.      ///.  19.5. 

PkKMMINARV    PROCKKDrXdS. 

40.  ProreeiUiig.i  before  jii  Mi  re  of  the  peace,  under  irarranl  ofarre.-(t. — When 
a  person  is  arrested  on  a  charge  of  vagrancy,  or  other  offense  of 
whieh  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  jurisdiction  (('<jde,  ^  4(528),  and 
brought  before  a  justice  for  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice,  un- 
less the  d(^fendant  demands  atrial  by  jury,  "  to  determine  both 
the  law  and  the  facrts,  and  award  the  punishment  which  the  law 
may  demand  '  (<j  4()97j  ;  but,  if  the  defendant  <lemands  a  trial  by 
jury,  the  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  him,  but  is  required  tt> 
bind  him  over  to  api)ear  at  the  next  term  of  the  Circuit  (or  City) 
Court,  to  answer  the  charge  (§  4695),  and,  on  his  failure  to  give 
bond  as  required,  to  commit  him  to  the  county  jail  until  the  next 
term  of  said  court.     K.r  parte  Dunklin,  ?4/. 

47.  1  liter ro<jati)ui  aecuxed  on  preliminarji  exaini nation. — The  practice  of 
examining  or  interrogating  an  accuse<l  person,  by  the  magistrate, 
pending  the  preliminary  investigation  or  examiualion,  is  unwar- 
ranted by  the  principles  of  the  c(jn)mon  law,  is  not  authorized  by 
any  existing-  statute,  and  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  which  declares  that  no  pei'son  shall  be  compelled 
to  Kive  evidence  against  him.self;  and  statements  or  confessions 
made  by  the  accused,  in  response  to  (jnestions  thus  propounded  by 
the  magistrate,  are  not  competent  evidence  against  him.  Kelly  i\ 
The  State,  2U. 
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48.  Snjfirifiiri/  of  iiidlrlmftit ;  jnindfr  nf  nfffiixex  ;  flfrlinn  bij  /tromfrtitlun. 

In  an  indii-tinent  for  rape,  and  for  tho  rttatuturv  oirense  of  having 
carnal  knowledge  of  a  u-male  rhild  untler  ten  years  of  ace,  or  tlie 
abuse  of  suoh  vhihl  in  the  atteni^it  to  have  carnal  kno\vle<T>;e  of  her 
(Code,  H  4304,  4.'>0()),  it  i»  sutficient  to  pursue  the  statutory  forms 
(Xo8.  7,  8,  |>.  i)02; ;  the  ollenst-s  may  Ih>  joined,  in  diflTerent  counts, 
in  the  same  indictment ;  and  the  State  can  not  lx>  ccjmjM'lled  to 
elect  on  whi«'h  count  it  will  pnx-eed,  when  the  evidem-e  on  the  trial 
discloses  that  the  female  was  <iver  ten  years  of  njje  when  the  offense 
was  connnitted.     Beasun  v.  The  Slalf,  Ifil. 

Thksi'.vssin*;  Cattle. 

49.  Pi'rmilliiiij  Klork  (o  li>'SiMi*if  on  lamh  ini'loxfd  hij  nniimoii  j'enrr  ;  rfiar- 

achr  of  frnri'. — Under  the  statute  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor 
for  any  nerson  occupyinj;  or  cultivating  lands  under  a  common 
fence  with  others,  to  "turn  stock  of  any  kind  into  such  incloKur**, 
or  knowinjily  suffer  such  sto<"k  to  go  at  large  therein,  without  a  suf- 
ficient guard  to  prevent  injury  to  crops"  (Co<Je,  §4414),  though 
the  inclosing  fence  shouUl  he  substantial,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
it  should  be  a  statutory  fence  Jh.  ^  158H).     Coif  r.  The  Stutr,  JW. 

50.  Same;  ronstHiienlx  of  offenio-. — A  conviction  can  not  Ik?  had  under 

this  statute,  nn  proof  that  the  defendant,  acting  in  gcMwl  faith,  suf- 
fered his  hogs  to  range  at  large  in  an  extensive  w<KMlland,  adjoin- 
ing the  inclosed  lands,  whence  they  made  their  way  into  the  in- 
closed lands  through  defects  in  the  common  fence.     lb.  tilG^ 

51.  Snuif ;   duinagfx  ant/  jinr. — The  damages   inflicted   bv  the  stock, 

which  the  .statute  declares  "shall  be  held  a  part  of  the  penalty 
imposed  by  the  court,  and  shall  go  to  the  partv  iiijure<l,"  are  not 
a  pail  of  the  fine,  but  are  given  in  addition  to  the  tine.     lb.  .216. 

Trial  and  its  I.ncidents. 

52.  Setting  da;/ for  hlol ;  pte-tumption  of  con'hiuanre. — If  the  trial  is  not 

begun  on  the  day  set  for  it,  but  on  ihe  ne.xt  <Iav,  the  record  should 
properly  show  a  cotitinuance  from  one  day  to  the  other;  and  when 
the  record  is  silent,  such  continuance  wilf  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  of  all  objection  in  the 
court  below.  Si^lresfer  r.  Thf  Stole,  JOl. 
h'A.  Service  of  r.opif  of  iniliilini'iit  on  (lefeiidonl ;  .•mjfiricMri/  of  copij. — In 
preparing  a  copy  of  the  indictment  for  seryi<-e  on  the  accused  in  a 
capital  case  (C«j<Je,  ^  4872),  the  clerk  should  include  in  the  copy  all 
the  indorsements  on  the  original ;  but  the  indorsement  of  the  pros- 
ecutor's name,  or  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  |)ros(H'utor  •  J  h.  (j  4778), 
being  matters  which  are  merely  directory,  and  the  omission  of 
which  does  not  affect  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment,  their  omis- 
sion from  the  cojn'  tltx^s  not  affect  its  validity,  and  is  not  an  irreg- 
ularity which  can  prejudice  the  «lefendant.     Ilnbbord  r.  Tli^  State, 

54.  Objections  to  riiiire,on  nccomil  of  tuiAtokex  In  noniex  of  jnrorf. — Mis- 

takes in  the  names  of  persons  summoned  as  junirs  in  a  capital 
case,  or  dis<'repancies  in  their  names  Ix'tween  the  «v<i/r«' and  the 
copy  served-  on  the  defendant,  are  not  good  'ground  for  quashing 
the  vniire.     lb.  I'U. 

55.  Special  renire  In  ropltol  ra^f  ;  nhot  Ix  reilxattle. — The  nund>er  of  ju- 

rors to  Ik'  summoned  in  a  capital  ca.se  is  matter  of  discretion  with 
the  court,  provi<led  the  iiuml)er  summoned,  including  the  regular 
jurors  for  tlie  week  or  term,  is  not  less  than  tifty,  nor  more  than 
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one  hundred  (Code,  ^  4874) ;  and  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is 
not  revisable  on  error.     Jb.  l(J4. 

56.  Presence  of  defendant  in  covrt  when  verdict  in  received.— The  recitals 
of  the  judgment  in  tliis  case,  representing  tlie  trial  and  all  its  inci- 
dents as  one  continuous,  unbroken  proceeding,  and  stating  that 
the  defendants  were  present  in  court  when  tlio  trial  wtis  be^in, 
show  with  sufficient  certainty  that  they  were  also  present  when . 
the  verdict  of  the  jurv  was  retnrned  and  received.  Banks  tt  Wood 
r.  The  State,  522. 

bl .  Asking  defendant  to  show  canse,  If  any,  against. jndqnxent  on  verdict. 
When  the  record  recites  that,  before  sentence  "was  pronounced  on 
the  defendants,  each  of  them  was  ai^ked  what  he  had  to  say  why 
the  sentence  of  the  law  should  not  lie  pronounced  on  him,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  the  inquiry  was  madp  by  the  court,  or  in  its  pres- 
ence, and  byjts  authority,  in  proper  form.     Ih.  622. 

CUSTOM.     See  Criminal  Law,  45. 

DAMAGES. 

1.  Measure   of  damages  for  failure   to   deiicer  freight. — In  an  action 

against  a  railroad  company  as  a  common  carrier,  for  a  failure  to 
deliver  goods  received  for  transportation,  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  placeof  destination.  S.  it*  N.  Ala. 
Railroad  Co.  r.  Wood,  4'~>l. 

2.  Same;  proof  of  value  of  goods. — In  an  actio'n  against  a  railroad  com- 

jjany  as  a  common  carrier,  to  recover  damages  for  its  failare-to  de- 
liver a  (luantity  of  corn,  received  liy  it  for  transportation  from  one 
inteniiediate  station  to  another,  about  eighty  miles  apart,  the  value 
of  the  corn  at  the  place  of  delivery  to  the  railroad,  at  the  time  of 
its  delivery,  is  relevant  and  competent  evidence  on  the  question  of 
its  value  at  the  point  of  destination.  (Stone,  J.,  dissenting.) 
/  b.  401. 

DEEDS. 

1.  DjscrijAlon  of  premises  in  convegance. — When  a  con\eyanceof  lands 

contains  a  particular  description  of  the  premises  conveyed,  by 
which  they  can  be  clearly  identified,  the  insertion.of  other  descrip- 
tive words,  which  are  inapplicable,  or  incapalile  of  definite  appli- 
cation, will  not  be  allowed  to  defeat  it.  Whitehead  <t-  Son  r.  Lane 
tt-  Bodleg  Company,  M). 

2.  Description  of  lands  in  sheriff's  deed. — A  sheriff's  deed  for  land  sold 

under  execution,  described  as  "part  of  lot  number  seventy  (70), 
fronting  on  (itallatin  street  fifty  (50)  feet,  and  extending eastwardiy 
seventy-three  (73)  feet,"  though  too  indefinite  to  authorize  a  re- 
covery, is  not  void  on  its  face  for  uncertainty ;  but,  the  lot  sold 
being  fui'ther  tiescribed  as  "the  property  of  Isaac  .lemison &  Co.," 
and  the  dimensions  of  lot  seventy  (70)  being  shown,  extrinsic  evi- 
dence would  be  jwlmissibleto  show  that  .Jemison  tt  Co.  only  owned 
a  part  of  said  lot  corresponding  with  the  dimensions  given  in  the 
deed,  and  to  identify  that  portion.     Humes  v.  Bernstein,  540. 

3.  Vonstrnction  of  deed,  as  to  quantitij  of  land  conveyed. — Where  the 

lands  conveyed  by  a  deed  are  described  by  their  subdivisons  and 
numbers  in  the  United  States  surveys,  including  fractional  parts 
of  several  sections,  with  the  words  added,  "  making  in  all  five  lum- 
dred  and  twenty-seven  acres,"  followed  l)y  a  designation  of  the 
boundary  lines  on  each  side,  as  indicated  T)y  the  adjacent  lands 
and  the  river,  and  the  price  paid  is  a  gross  sum  ;  the  words  specify- 
ing the  (quantity  are  mere  matter  of  description,  and  not  a  covenant 
warranting  the  quantity.     Rogers  v.  Peebles,  529. 
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4.  Parol  er id f nee  raryhtq  or  explotttiui/  dtiil. — As  between  ven<lor  ami 

purchaser,  in  Uie  af>»senee  of  fraiul  (»r  inistake,  the  dee<l  exeented 
and  accepte*!  niiist  l»e  regarded  as  thesoIcMneiuorial  and  ex|M»Hitor 
of  the  terms  of  tlie  contract  l)etween  them,  aiid  parrjl  evidence  can 
not  Ije  receive*!  to  var>',  contradict,  or  explain  it.     Jb.  .»-.V. 

5.  Parol  frifliHcr  om  I"  ronKHlfraliun  nf  derrl. — The  «'on8ideration  clause 

of  a  deed  ih  always  ojn'Oi  to  unlimited  explanation,  except  for  two 
j)urp<ise8  :  1st,  a  party  to  \}w  deed  is  not  permitted  t<»  pmve  a  ron- 
sideration  ditlerent  from  that  expressed,  if  therehy  the  lejral  effect 
of  the  tleed  is  varied;  2(i,  when  payment  of  the  (tmsideration  is 
recited  in  tlie  deed,  the  (jraiitor  is  not  allowe«l,  hy  dispnjving  that 
recital,  to  establisli  a  resulting  trust  iti  himself.  M.  t(-  if.  Hailvay 
Co.  V.  Wilkiuxon,  JSH. 

6.  Same. — The  owirer  of  land  having  convcvr'<l  a  lot  to  a  railrr)ad  com- 

pany, reciting  in  the  deed,  as  its  consideration,  "  one  dollar  "  in 
hand  paid,  "jhkI  the  henetit.s  which  will  arise  to  the  grantor  from 
the  ownership  l»y  the^rrantee  of  the  property  hereby  conveye*!," 
the  dee<l  <loetj  not  estop  lym  from  showing,  as  an  a«lditional  con- 
sideratioji,  that  the  grantee  verbally  {igrt>e<l  lo  grade  a  part  of  an 
adjacent  lot  belonging  to  the  grantor,  and  t«  remove  and  rebuild 
that  portion  of  his  warehouse  which  was  situate*!  on  the  lot  con- 
veyed by  the  deed,  and  maintaining  an  action  at  law  for /the  brtacJi 
of  such  verbal  sigreemenl.     /  h.  28*^. 

7.  Kjff'irt  of  a^hrrxr  f)on)ii'><.ilon  on  comvijaurr. — To  avoid  a  conveyance 

of  lands  made  by  one  w!m)  is  out  of  possession,  on  the  gifjund  of 
adverse  possession  in  anofher,  it  is  not  ne^esv;ary  that  the  adverse 
possessor  should  have  color  of  title,  nor  is  it  sufficient  to  show  only 
tlje  exercise  of  acts  of  ownership  by  him  ;  to  avoid  the  conveyance, 
he  must  be  in  adverse  j)Ossession,  "  exercisinji  acts  of  ownershii), 
and  claiming  to  beriglitfully  in  possession."  Iluuirf  r.  Rerii»teiu, 
.',4G. 

8.  Construi'tioii  and  opfratioit   of  drrd;  {fursliom<  for  rjnirt  «tnd  jury. 

The  construction  of  a  deed  is  always  a  ijaestion  for  the  court ;  but, 
when  its  constniction  and  oi)eration.  as  to  the  limits  and  bounda- 
ries of  the  himls  cohveve<l,  dep<'nd  u]>on  extrinsic  parol  evitlence, 
its  construction  and  etifect  should  l»o  staled  to  the  jury  hyp*>thet- 
ically,  so  that  they  may  pass  ujw>n  the  facts.     lb.  i^'k 

9.  Poasengion  ax  rrideiicr  of'tillr;  uiutcordfil  dffd . — The  open,  notorious, 

and  exclusive  posses.sion  ot  land  hy  a  purcha.ser,  claiming  the 
land  as  liis  own,  though  holding iimler  an  unrecordeil  deed,  is  con- 
structive notice  of  his  title,  whether  it  \h>  legal  or  ejuitable ;  but,  if 
the  pun^haser  and  his  vendor  are  both  in  possession  when  the  deed 
is  exe<'uted,  and  there  is  no  changi^  in  the  i>ossession  after  its  exe- 
cution, a  third  person  would  not  be  charge<l  with  constructive 
notice  of  the  dee<i,  and  would  l)e  entitle<l  t»>  prote«aion  against  it. 
Mcf'arthy  v.  Xirroul,  S.i'^. 

10.  Tax-xale;  d«rd  In  parchamrr,  it*  color  of  title. — When  lands  are  s«»ld  for 

unpaid  taxes,  the  dee<l  to  the  pun-haser,  though  it  may  lx»  in- 
valid as  a  conveyance  of  the  title,  is  color  of  title,  when  jKissession 
has  I  »e<'n  taken  and  held  under  it;  ami  is  admissible  as  evidence 
for  the  grantee,  or  one  holding  under  him,  t»)  show  the  extent  of 
the  j>oKse8sion  according  to  the  lioundaries  therein  descrilied. 
Storall  r.  Foirler,  77. 

11.  Alienation    of  houuntead ;   gignalnre   atat   nrkiiowledrjnient   by    vife. 

Under  the  pn:>\'fsions  of  the  constitution  of  18(kS,  prior  to  the  pass- 
age of  the  act  approved  April  23,  1873,  a  mortgage,  or  other  alien- 
ation of  the  homestead,  acknowledgtxl  by  husband  and  wife,  and 
certified  in  the  form  prescril»ed  by  the  statute  for  ordinary  convey- 
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ances.  was  suflicient  to  convey  the  homestead.  Butts  v.  Brongh- 
ton,  ^94. 

See,  also,  Fi{.\(  dilknt  Convkyances. 
DEPOSITION. 

1.  Of  ronricts  ill  (he  pcniteutlnri/. — The  statutory  provisions  regulating 

the  taking  of  <lep<witions  of  convicts  in  the  penitentiary  (Code, 
^§  4613-14),  have  no  reference  to  their  competency,  but  leave  that 
to  be  determined  bv  the  general  law.  P.  d-  }[.  Innuranec  Co.  v. 
Tiiustall,  WL   '        ' 

2.  Objection  to  rdmpelenrif  of  witness;   when  made,  or  waived. — Cross- 

examining,  without  objection,  a  witness  whose  deposition  is  taken, 
is  a  waiver  of  objection  to  his  competency ;  but,  when  there  is  no 
croHS-exann'nation,  or  filing  of  cross-interrogatories,  the  objection 
may  be  mafle  at  any  time  before  the  trial  is  begun.     Tb.  142. 

3.  Indorse  me  II I  by  commissioner,  showing  title  of  caihse. — The  64th  Rule 

of  Chancery  Practice,  requiring  the  conniiissioner  to  indorse  on  a 
■  deposition  the  title  of  the  cause  in  which  it  is  taken  (Code,  p.  170), 
is  directory  merely,  and  the.  failure  to  make  such  indorsement 
does  not  render  the  deposition  inadmissible  as  evidence.  Quarles 
V.  Campbell,  H4. 

4.  Objections  to  evidence  ;   when  and  hov:  made. — When  interrogatories 

propounded  to  a  party,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  call  for  ille-' 
gal  evidence,  objection  should  be  taken  before  tiling  cross-inter- 
rogatories; but  this  rule  does  not  prevail,  when  the  illegality  of 
the  eviden»;e  is  unknown,  or  is  only  disclosed  by  the  answers. 
RinfonVs  .idm'r  r.  Dement,  401. 

5.  Same. — Objecting  to  interrogatories  which  call  for  illegal  evidence, 

without  more,  is  not  sutHcient  to  bring  before  the  chancellor  the 
question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  :  there  must  be,  also, 
written  exceptions  signed  by  counsel,  specifying  the  portions  of 
the  testimony  sought  to  be  suppressed.     Tb.  4^1. 

6.  Same. — Motions  to  sui)ress  testimony,  founded  on  exceptions  duly 

filed,  are  properly  heard  before  entering  6n  the  trial;  or,  by  con- 
sent, they  may  be  heard  and  determined  in  connection  with  the 
main  cause;  biit,  when  the  parties  proceed  to  a  hearing  by  agree- 
ment, stipulating  that  the  chancellor  may  disallow  all  illegal  evi- 
dence, this  "  rather  loose  practice  has  a  tendency  to  cast  on  the 
chancellor  so  nuich  unnecessary  labor,  that  he  may  very  justly  re- 
fuse to  act  on  such  agreement."     Ih.  491. 

DIVORCE. 

1.  Proof  of  residence. — By  express  statutory  provision  (Code,  ^  2691), 
a  divorce  can  not  l)c  granted  on  the  ground  of  voluntary  abandon- 
ment, unless  it  is  alleged  and.  proved  that  the  party  applj'ing  iot 
it,  whether  husband  or  wife,  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  of  this 
State  for  three  years  next  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  and  the 
statute  being  intende<l  to  guard  against  frauds  on  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  wliile  the  fact  of  such  residence  may,  like  any  other 
fact,  be  proved  by  circumstances,  the  court  will  not  act  upon  proof 
of  circumstances  which  are  not  in  themselves  conclusive,  when  it 
is  apparent  that  the  fact,  if  it  exists,  can  be  established  by  direct 
an<l  indisputable  evidence.     Hendricks  v.  Hendricks,  132. 

DOWER. 

1.  When  widow,  haiing  separate  estate,  is  not  entitled  to. — When  it  is 
shown  that  the  value  of  the  husband's  lands  does  not  exceed  .$350, 
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aiirl  that  the  widow  owne<i,  at  the  time  uf  her  huHband'ii  deatii, 
Iand8  wortJj  more  than  $100  as  her  statutory  estate  (Code,  it  271')., 
she  iH  not  entitled  to  dower.     Wiggina  v.  SetrhtTnj,  i*^). 

K.VSKMKNT. 

1.  Floir  of  ufitrr.i  fruiii  npptr  Uimh  upon  Imrer.  —  Wlieii  two  adjacent 
tracts  of  land  Ix'lonK  to  iHfferont  per.nons,  the  u|tjH'r  or  dominant 
tract  has  a  natural  easement  or  servitude  in  the  lower,  for  the  dis- 
charj^e  of  all  waters  fallingior^  acfumulatinj?  from  natural  <'auseK 
on  tlie  surface ;  and  any  interference  with  tliis  ri^iht,  or  obstruction 
of  it,  by  the  owner  of  the  l<^wer  tract,  by  the  erection  of  an  em- 
bankment on  his  own  lan<I,  whereby  the  waters  are  throw  n  bsu-k 
upon  the  upp<»r  tract,  oV  their  natural  flow  obstructed,  is  a  private 
nuisance  which  a  court  of  e<|uity  will  enjoin  and  abate,  \inin- 
t/fr  r.  Sonnxnl,  277. 

'1.  l^.nM'iiwnt  in  prirat*-  nfwer. — A  written  contract  iK'tweeii  the  owners 
of  two  adjacent  lots,  by  which  it  is  stipulated  that  a  sewer  shall 
1)0  constructed,  attheir  jointexpen.se,  through  the  lower  lot,  for 
the  drainage  of  water  from  the  upper.  oi>erate8  in  the  nature  of  a 
grant,  and  passes  to  th<!  owner  of  the  upper  lot,  when  the  .«ower 
ha.s  been  constructed,  a  private  easement  in  the  lower,  or  an  in- 
corp<3real  interest  in  the  soil  over  which  the  s«>wer  runs.  J/c<  'ar- 
Ihy  r.  yirro-ii,  ■'iS2. 

3.  Rei'ocnlion  of  fast-itwiil. — \  sewer  having  lieen  constructed  through 
defendant's  lot,  at  the  joint  expense  of  himself  and  plaintifl'  (who 
owned  the  adjoining  upper  lot),  under  a  written  agreement  eiUere«l 
into  while  defendant  was  an  infant,  his  disaffirmance  of  the  con- 
tract on  attaining  his  majority  would  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the 
easement  created  by  it ;  and  plaintifl's  continueil  use  oi  the  sewer 
after  such  disaffirmance  and  revocation,  would  Ix?  a  nuisance,  whi»-h 
defendant  might  abate  by  9bstructing  the  sewer.     Ih.  :i.3i. 

K.)KCT.MKNT. 

*  , 

1.  Wlifii  miirtijmjfe  titat/  luaiiitaln   ejt'Hiiwnl;   dfinami,  or  notice  to  if  nit. 

After  th«!  law-day  of  a  mortgage,  defaidt  having  been  made  in  the 
payment  of  the  .secured  «lebt,  the  mortgagee  may  maintain  eject- 
ment for  the  property,  without  a  previous  ilemand,  or  notice  to 
quit  first  given  to  the  mortgagor.     Straiuj  r.  Mintg,  .i*iO. 

2.  What  trill  nnKtaiii  arlion  — \  charge  given,  instructing  the  jur\'  that, 

"  l>efore  they  can  find  for  the  plaintiff,  they  must  Ix' convince<l 
from  the  evidence  that  he  was  seize<l  an<l  [assessed  of  the  lands 
sued  for  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit,  and  that  since  .said  jxjs- 
session  accrued  defendant  dispossess<»d  him," — though  susi-eptible 
of  a  construction  which,  by  re(|uiring  actual  possession  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintifl",  as  an  esst^itial  element  of  his  right  to  re«"over, 
would  as.sert  an  erroneous  pro])osition,  is  yet  sus<-eptibleal.so  of  an- 
other constni<-tion,  which  would  a.ssert  a  correct  |)r()iKjsition — that 
is,  that  Uie  plaintifl'  must  have  had  a  seixin  in  law,  giving  him  a 
constructive  |)os.session,  or  drawing  to  it  the  right  of  imme«liate 
posse.ssion.  i'nUau  r.  MrDnnifl,  W. 
.3.  Dixrlniiiii'r,  or  xltilriit'-nl  limiting  plen  of  not  guiltii. — In  ejec'tnieut,  or 
the  statutory  action  in  the  nature  of  ejwlment,  when  the  defend- 
ant disclaims  iw  to  a  jKirtion  of  the  premises  sne<l  for,  he  is  n»- 
•juired  to  "  state  distinctly  u|>on  the  record  the  extent  of  his  pos- 
session" (('o«le,  ^  2l)()3) ;  which  statement  must  designate  with 
reasonable  certainty  the  part  as  to  which  he  dis«'laims,  or  the  part 
as  to  which  he  defends,  and,  if  wanting  in  that  requisite  certainty, 
may  be  stricken  from  the  reconl  on  motion,  leaving  the  plea  of 
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not  guilty  to  operatt*  a«  an  admission  of  possession  of  the  entire 
premises ;  but  it  is  not  snbjwit  to  demurn^r,  on  account  of  such  un- 
certainty or  indetiiiitene&s.  Jh.  96. 
4.  PossrsHiou  a.<i  t'ridruci'  of  title. — A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  may  recover 
upon  proof  of  possession  merely,  as  against  an  intruder  or  tres- 
passer, or  one  who  tkx^s  not^sliow  a  better  riglit ;  but  possession  is 
prestnno<l,  in  the  absence  of  ail  evidence  to  the  contrary,  to  be 
rightful,  and  in  snlionTinariou  to  the  trH6  title ;  an(i  the  burden  of 
proving  it  to  be  adversio,  i\B  a^c«n,st  ttie  owner  of  tlie  legal  title,,  is 
on  the  party  asserting  it.     DoOutnJ  r.  Dnnson,  oJil. 

0.  Claim  for  ralaahle  inijH'i^-rTfir.tit!*'',  (ind  lindlUtu  for  rent. — \N^ien  the 

deiendant  suggests  on  the  record  adverse  possession  for  three  years 
before  thecommenct^Tneiit  of  the  suff,  and  theere<'tion  of  valnable 
impro\ements,  the  «tatut<^  luakes  pi-ovision  for  the  manner  in 
which,  if  the  suggestion  is  found  true,  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments and  of  the  ikse  and  <x-cui)ation  of  the  land  shall  be  set  off 
against  each  other  (Co(\e,  H  295].-r>4) ;  but,  he  is  not  entitle«f  to 
compensation  fov"9Uch  unprovements,  unless  t he v  were  erected 
under  "  the  bona  fide  l)ehef  that  the  property  was  his  ;"  and  if  the 
jury  find  that  he  erected  them  "  in  the  mistaken  but  honest  belief 
that  the  land  was  coverwi  lf)y  his  .deed,  but  with  no  intention  of 
claiming  the  lot  if  mtt  embraced  in  his  dee<J,  then  he  will  be  entitle<i 
to  the  value  of,  his  impmveiiieut.s,  but  raiist  answer  for  rents  dnr- 
ing  the  ti.me  they  were  l>eijig  put  up."     lliniwa  r.  Bern  ate  in,  545. 

ELECTION. 

1.  Election  h/i  creditor,  to  t<(b'.  itnder  or  a-goinst  aKxi<jiinie)i( — A  creditor, 

secured  i)y  an  assigmnent  of  propertj-  voluntarily  executed  by  the 
debtor,  may  elect  whether  lie  will  accept  its  provisions,  or  will  as- 
sert'his  rights  independent  of  it ;  but  he  must  accept  or  reject  it  as 
an  entirety,  and  can  not  aocei)t  it  in  i«irt  and  repudiate  it  in  part — 
he  can  not  claim  both  nnder  and  against  it.    Hnichett  r.  Bhmion,  -#,:-'.?. 

2.  Same.—X  general  recital  in  the  assignment,  that  it  is  the  i)urpose 

and  intention  of  the  granUjr  to  appro])riate  the  property  assigned 
to  the  payment  of  partnership  and  indjvidtial  <lebts  as  a  court  cff 
equity  would  marshal  the  assets,  does  not  authorr/e  the  court,  at 
the  instance  of  a  secured  creditor,  to  (change  or  subvert  the  uses 
exi)iessly  declai'ed,  and  to  appropriate  property  to  the  payment  of 
partnershi]:)  debts,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  in  fact  partnersljip  prop- 
erty, when  the  deed  treats  it  as  individual  proju'rly,  and  directs  its 
appropriation  first  to  tlie  payment  of  individual  debts.     lb.  433. 

3.  Ratification  of  nnauthtrrized  xale. — It  is  a  jihiin  principle  of  right  and 

justice,  that  where  there  is  an  unauthorized  sale  of  property,  real 
or  personal,  the  owner  can  not  take  and  hold  the  purchase-money, 
and  yet  reclaim  the  i^roperty ;  if,  with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  he 
elects  to  take  the  benefits  of  "the  sale,  he  can  not  afterwards  repu- 
diate it,  to  the  injury  of  the  purchaser;  and  this  principle  applies 
equally  to  void  aiid  voidable  sales.     Sloan  v.  Frothingham,  589. 

ERROR  AND  APPEAL. 

1.  When  apiteal  //>.s. — Ac(;ording  to  the  settled  practice  of  this  court, 

an  apj)eal  lies  from  an  order  refiising  to  grant  a  statutory  rehearing 
after  final  judgment  at  law  (Code,  ^6  ;^160-68),  because  such  re- 
fusal is  a  final  judgment ;  but,  if  a  rehearing  is  improperlv  granted, 
the  remedy  for  the  correction  of  the  error,  before  final  judgment 
in  the  case,  is  by  inandainii».     O'Xeal  r.  Kellij,  559. 

2.  When  a/qteal  lie.^'from  nonKuit. — An  api)eal  is  given  by  statute  from 

a  jiidgment  of  nonsuit,  when  taken  on  account  of  the  adverse  rul- 
ings of  the  court  on  (piestions  arising  during  the  trial  which  do  not 
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ai[)f)ear  of  rei-onl,  aiul  whit-h  «iii»t  l)e  rt*Herve<J  by  bill  uf  exceptions 
(Code,  ^  .'5112) ;  biit  the  utaUite  docs  not  apply  to  rullnifs  on  the 
pleadint^,  which  are  a  pfirt  c>i  the  re«'or«l  pro|K?r.  Ilinst  A:  Mr- 
Whorter  V.  Hell  ct/o.,  ,?,>;. 

3.  Af/jMul  hi)  Statr'. — Under  thetst^tuu-  giving  tlic  State  a  right  of  apjK'al 

in  acriuiiual  cahe,  when  the  HtiUute  under  whieh  the  inuictment  wan 
found  is  held  to  be  lun-onsilitutional  SesH.  Acts  1S80-81,  p.  (io),  the 
record  nuist  aHirniativcly  show  tiiat  the  constitutionality  of  the 
Ktatnte  was  UHsaile<l  by  <leinQrrer,  and  that  the  court  held  it  to  be 
unconHritutioiial ;  and  when  the  rtM-unl  tloe«  not  atUnuatively  show 
this,  the  appeal  will  Ik?  disniibsed.      Thr  Stale  r.  liauimtun,  -.*-'. 

4.  Appeal  or  writ  of  rrmr  btnid  in  FfitfrdI  cotirli;   nuttH   rfcorerable  ou 

affirinmwe,  Ihnuijh  limifl  not  opfnitirr  ax  Httfitrtfuhaii. — In  an  action 
on  an  ap(>ual  or  writ  of  error  Unid,  given  on  the  removal  of  a  Judg- 
ment from  a  Circuit  Court  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Unite<l 
States,  and  conditioned  that  the  ap|*ellant  or  pluintitt'  "  shall  |)ro8e- 
cute  said  wrifof  error  to  effect,  and  answer  all  damages  and  costs  if 
he  fail  to  make  hiw  jJea  good"  <\' .  S.  Hev.  Stat.  H  1,000  et  ietf.i, 
althoagh  the  lK»ud  may  nt»t  oi)erate  as  a  AnpriHedtnn  of  the  judg- 
ment, a  rei-overy  may  l>e  had  for  the  costs  of  the  api>eal,  if  the 
judgment  is  aftirme<l.     ('rwiHtr  c.  MonjuH,ii3-'>. 

5.  Same  ;    u  fun  operatire  af  nii/Krseileas. — Cnder  the   Inited   States 

statutes  n*gulating  writ«  of  error  and  apjK'als  (Kev.  .Stat.  ^^  1,000 
et  ite.q.),  as  judi<"ially  construed  by  the  rederal  courts,  tlie  l>ond 
does  not  oi>erate  as  a  ^tip^rnedfax  of  the  judgment,  unless  it  is  ap- 
proved by  a  justice  or  judge  of  tlie  Circuit  Court,  and  a  copy  of  the 
writ  of  error  is  deposited,  for  the  adverse  party,  with  tlie  clerk  of 
said  court.     Ih.  5iio. 

6.  Trantfcripl ;  what  ig  inirt  of  rerord. — On  ap|)eal   from  a  decree  ren- 

dered on  tinal  settlement  of  an  executor's  accounts,  a  paper  copied 
into  the  transi-ripl,  puri>orting  to  Ih*  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
the  dece<lent,  but  not  appearing  to  have  been  admitted  to  probate, 
nor  made  a  part  of  the  record  bv  bill  of  exceptions  or  appropriate 
reference,  can  not  be  considered  for  any  puriHJSe.  Pinney  v.  Wer- 
born,  58. 

7.  Same;  hill  of  partirularg. — "A  list  of  the  items  composing  the  a«'- 

coimt  sued  on  "  (C<xle,  ^  2984),  like  a  bill  of  particulars  at  common 
law,  is  not  a  part  of  the  re<'ord,  unle.«(8  made  so  V)y  bill  of  excep- 
tions ;  and  when  not  so  presented,  it  can  not  be  considered  l)y  thm 
court  for  any  puri>08e.     Ha  yen  r.  IWiodn,  9£. 

8.  Contents  of  tranxrript. — The  court  c-riticises  the  manner  in  which 

the  transcript  in  this  ca.se  is  made  out,  condemning  the  ref)etition 
of  the  record  of  a  chancery  suit  twice  copied,  and  tieclaring  "there 
never  was  anv  oirasion  for  making  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  that 
case  a  part  of  the  record."  Lipgcomh  i\  MrClellan,  151. 
y.  Transcript  ;  cojuj  of  opinion  on  former  appeal. — On  a  second  ap{M?al 
in  a  chancery  cause,  the  copy  of  the  former  oi)inion  of  this  court, 
which  was  certifie<l  to  the  lower  court  for  its  guidance,  should  not 
be  included  in  the  transcript ;  and  if  included,  no  costs  will  be 
allowed  for  it.  Lake  r.  Security  Loan  Association,  ~07  ;  Life  A$»o- 
ciation  v.  Xeville,  517. 

10.  What  ii  available  on  error. — On  apj)eal  from  a  decree  sustaining  a 

•lemurrer  to  a  bill  for  want  of  equity,  this  court  will  consider  only 
the  causes  of  demurrer  specifically  assigned,  and  will  not  regard 
other  defects  which  are  amendable ;  at  least,  when  the  bill  is  not 
fatally  wanting  in  equity.     Humphrey*  v.  Burleson,  1. 

11.  Error  without  injury  in  admission  of  eriilence. — Error  in  the  exclu- 

sion of  a  deed  as  evidence,  when  offeriHi  in  connection  with  tlie 
certificate  of  acknowledgment  only,  is  cared  by  the  subsequent  atl- 
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missioji  of  the  deed  on  proof  of  execution  by  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses.    Calhni  V.  McDaniel,  96. 

12.  Errors  nol  jirejiirlicial  to  appcllaiil. — An  appellant  can  only  com- 

plain of  i-rrors  which  are  prejudicial  to  him  ;  lience,  in  a  chancery 
cause,  a  controversy  arisinji  between  two  or  more  defendants  un- 
der a  cross-bill,  one  of  them  can  not  assign  as  error  the  dismissal 
of  the  original  bill,  (lilman,  Sons  &  Co.  r.  X.  O.  <t*  N.  Railrottd 
Co.,  f'HC. 

13.  Sanw. — A  party  can  assign  as  error  only  matters  which  are  prejudi- 

cial to  him  ;  erroneou.s  rulings,  prejudicial  to  others,  but  not  mjn- 
rious  to  him,  are  not  available  to  reverse  the  judgment.  Eslara  r. 
Farleij,  .it.'i. 

14.  Error  nifhoitt  injury  in  orrrniling  demurrer. — When  persons  wlio 

have  no  interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit,  and  against 
whom  no  relief  is  praved,  are  improperly  joined  as  defendants  to 
a  bill,  the  misjoinder  is  a  defense  personal  to  them,  and  the  other 
defendants  can  not  take  advantage  of  it ;  but,  if  the  other  defend- 
ants demur  on  account  of  such  misjoinder,  a  decree  sustaining  the 
demurrer,  but  without  dismissing  the  bill,  is  error  without  injury 
to  the  complainant.     Norwood  r.  M.  <f-  <'.  Railroad  Co.,  .)6.?. 

15.  Revision  of  judgment  on   farts. — When  a  (luestion  of  fact,  arising  on 

the  hearing  of  a  motion,  is  necessarily  submitted  to  the  decision  of 
the  court  without  the  intervention' of  a  jury,  the  decision  will  not 
be  reversed  bv  this  court  on  appeal,  unless  it  is  dearlv  erroneous. 
Totfen  d'  Bro.'ij.  Sale  &  Co.,  488. 
It).  Chancellor's  opinion  and  decree  differing. — When  the  chancellor's 
written  oi)inion,  accompanying  his  decree,  goes  beyond  the  decree, 
an  affirmance  of  his  decree  by  this  court  is  not  an  affirmance  of 
the  opinion ;  and  a  repugnancy  between  that  opinion  and  his  sec- 
ond decree,  rendered  after  the  affirmance,  is  not  available  as  error 
on  a  second  appeal.     McWilliams  r.  Jenkins,  480. 

17.  Revision  of  chancellor's  decision  on  facts. — This  court  will  not  dis- 

turb the  chancellor's  decision  on  a  disputed  (piestion  of  fact,  when 
the  record  does  not  clearlv  show  that  he  erred.  Butts  v.  Rrough- 
ton,  '^94. 

18.  Same. — This  general  rule  applies  in  this  particular  case  with  greater 

force  than  usual,  since  the  chancrellor  had  before  him  the  original 
writing,  the  genuineness  of  which  was  in  issue,  and  other  writings 
admitted  to  V)e  genuine,  none  of  which  are  before  this  court. 
Moon's  .Idm'r  r.  Crowder,  70. 

19.  Revision  of  cJiancellor's  rnlings  on  exceptions  to  register's  report. — On 

appeal  from  the  chancellor's  decree  overruling  exceptions  to  the 
register's  report  upon  matters  of  account,  dependent  upon  the  reg- 
ister's conclusions  from  the  evidence  adduced  before  him,  this  court 
will  indulge  all  reasonable  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  register's 
rulings,  and  will  not  disturb  them  unless  they  are  clearly  shown 
to  be  wrong.      Winter  r.  Banks,  409. 

20.  What   is  rerisahle  in   criminal  case. — The  number  of  jurors  to  be 

summoned  in  a  capital  case  is  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court, 
provided  the  number  summoned,  including  the  regular  jurors  for 
the  week  or  term,  is  not  less  than  fiftj',  nor  more  than  one  hun- 
dred (Code,  §  4874) ;  and  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  is  not  re- 
visable  on  error.     Hnbhard  v.  The  State,  164. 

21.  Same. — Whether  the  defendant  shall  be  permitted  to  withdraw  the 

plea  of  not  guilty,  and  interpose  a  plea  in  abatement  on  account  of  a 
misnomer,  is  matter  of  discretion  with  the  court  below,  and  is  not 
revisable  by  this  court.     Tb.  164. 

22.  Presumption  in  favor  of  judgment. — When  objection  is  made  to  the 

competency  of  a  witness,  on  account  of  a  conviction  of  embezzle- 
ment, and  the  objection  is  sustained  by  the  court  below,  this  court 
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will  not  indul^re  the  presumption,  unlens  the  ret;ord  repelH  it,  that 
the  m-t  would  have  been  larceny  at  eomnion  law.  /^  d-  Af.  In- 
i^uraiice  Cu.  v.  TnnftuU,  l.i~. 
2;j.  Same. — On  final  "settlement  of  an  exe<'Utor'K  accounts,  when  the  re- 
cord shows  that  the  dec«'(lent  left  a  widow  and  minor  child  stir- 
vivinji  him.  and  the  dwree  recites  that  the  infant,  "  under  thect)n- 
struetion  of  the  will  of  the  deceased,  is  not  a  necessarv  party  to  the 
Hettlement,"  but  the  will  itself  is  not  set  oHt,  nor  its  provisions 
any  where  shown  by  the  record ;  this  court  can  iH»t  assume,  con- 
trarA-  to  these  recitals,  tliat  the  dwedent  «lied  intestate,  thereby 
makinjj;  the  child  a  necessarv  party  as  a  distributee,  nor  .that  the 
will,  pro[)erly  «"onstrued,  made  the  child  a  necessarv  party  as  a 
legatee  or  devisee.     I'iiinfij  v.  ]\  I'rhoni.  .'>S. 

ESTATES  OF  DECEDENTS. 

1 .  Administration  ofatnetit;  (jotYrned  bij  what  lair. — As  against  creditors, 

seeking  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  their  claims  out  of  the  assets  of 
their  deceased  debtor,  the  administration  of  the  a.-^sets  is  governed 
Vty  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  p<'rs<inal  representative  acts, 
and  where  he  was  a])tM)inted,  without  regard  1o  the  domicile  of  the 
creditor,  or  of  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  his  death.  Jonrn  r. 
Dreivry,  SI  I. 

2.  Statute  of  non-claim;  foreign  dehtn. — The  statute  of  non-claim  en- 

acted in  1815,  which  continued  in  fon-e  until  the  adoption  of  the 
Code  of  18o2,  expressly  excej»ted  from  it.^  ojK'ration  "  debts  con- 
tracted out  of  this  State"  (Clay's  Dig.  liC),  ^  17; ;  but  this  exception 
being  entirely  omitted  from  the  present  statute  Code,  ^^  2o97-8), 
the  courts  have  no  power  to  incorporate  it.     //;.  .''//. 

'A.  Same;  nnirlimir,  nens  uf  jftilyinenl  or  tltrrt'c — .\  judgment  and  decrt*e 
rendered  in  an  administration  suit  in  Virginia,  wheiv the  diseased 
del>tor  ditnl,  however  conclusive  against  the  widow,  heirs  and  de- 
visees, who  were  parties  to  the  suit,  as  to  the  validitv  and  ju.stness 
of  the  clain)s  <»f  creditors  which  were  prescmted  an«l  allowe«l,  can 
not  prevent  the  ojieration  of  the  .\labama  statut*'  of  non-claim, 
when  pleaded  by  them  and  the  personal  representative  appointe«i 
here,  in  bar  of  a  suit  here  instituted  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  the 
claims  out  of  lands  in  Alabama.     /  /*.  ■Ul. 

4.  Petition  to  sell  landu  for  pai/ment  of  <lfhl.<;  fiha<lin</.-<  ami  drfenne*. 
In  a  prtH'eeding  l)efore  tin-  f'robate  Court  for  an  <ir«ler  to  sell  lands 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  the  technical  rules  of  pleading  can  not 
l)e  strictly  applied.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  jK^tition  should 
particidarly  (fescrilH'  the  ilebts,  U)  the  payuient  of  which  the  lands 
are  sought  to  lje  subject«j<l ;  tlie  answer  of  the  heir  or  devisee,  de- 
nying the  existence  of  the  asserted  debts,  may  be  in  terms  equally 
general ;  and  on  the  issue  thus  formed,  the  burden  of  pro<jf  being 
on  the  administratfir,  if  the  debts  prove<l  are  open  to  any  legal  de- 
fense, which  would  be  available  against  an  action  by  the  «Tedit«r, 
that  defense  is  equally  available  to  the  heir  or  devisee,  dnnle'.s 
Adm'r  r.  Johnxton,  254- 

o.  Parties  to  proceeding;  app.tintmeiU  of  administrator  ad  litem. — On  an 
application  V»y  an  administrator  for  an  order  to  sell  lands  for  the 
payment  of  debt«,  which  is  contested  by  the  heirs  or  devisees,  tin' 
administrator  i&their  adversary,  whether  he  is  personally  a  cre<litor 
or  not;  and  there  can  l)e  no  necessity  for  the  up}Knntment  of  a 
special  administrator  ail  litem  {CihW,  ^  2)12o).     ///.  J-i4- 

6.  Averments  of  iwtitiioi,  a»  to  ilehtif  and  inxnflirieueij  of  persmial  nsnet*. 
A  i)etition  l>y  nn  executor,  or  administratur,  for  an  order  to  sell 
lands  for  the  payment  of  debts  (Code,  ^§  2450,  2455),  must  allege, 
among  other  things,  t\\e  existence  of  debts,  their  actual  or  esti- 
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mated  amount,  and  the  insufficiency  of  tlie  pers(jnal  assets  to  pay 
them  ;  though  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  a  particular  description  of 
either  the  debts  or  the  assets,  tJiat  being  mere  matter  of  proof. 
Qnarlp.K  r.  Campbell,  €4. 

7.  Proof  of  "  Ht'rfX!<Uy  for  sale. "-^Tlie  "  necessity  for  the  sale  " — that 

is,  the  existence  and  auioimt  of  valid  debts,  and  the  insufficient 
value  of  the  available  personal  assetsL — nnist  be  i)roved  l)y  the 
depositions  of  disinterested  witnesses,  testifying  to  facts  -within 
their  personal  knowledge ;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  affirma- 
tively that  the  witnesses  are  disinterested,  since  that  fact  will  he 
presumed  in  the  absejice  of  proTjf  to  tlie  contrary,     lb.  64. 

8.  Sale  of  lands  to  pay  drbtH;  juriadictSan  of  coart,  and  conclusiveness  of 

decree. — The  jiunsdiction  of  the  Probate  Court  to  order  a  sale  of 
lands  belonging  to  a  decedent's  estate,  foi'  the  payment  of  debts, 
attaches  on  tlie  tiling  of  a  petition  l)y  the  personal  representa- 
tive, showing  a  necessity  for  the  sale ;  and  when  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  has  thus  attached,  and  an  order  of  sale  has  been  rendered, 
snch  order  is  conclusive  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  personal  as- 
sets, and  the  existence  of  of  debts  for  which  the  lands  are  liable, 
and  it  can  not  be  collaterally  impeached  on  accoimt  of  irregulari- 
ties in  the  proceedings.     Foxworth  v.  IVhite,  324- 

9.  Desi-ription  <f  lands  in  petition. — 'VEighty  acres  of  land,  lying  north 

of  Court  land,  and  east  of  Lamb's  Ferry  road,"  without  other  de- 
8cripti\e  words  in  the  petition,  is  not  a  sufficient  ilescription  of  the 
lands  sought  to  be  sold  (Code,  §  2450),  but  is  void  for  indefiniteness 
and  uncertainty,     (lilchrist  r.  Shackelford,  7. 

10.  Averments  of  bill  by  purchaser,  to  compel  conveyan.ce  of  legal  title. 

When  a  purchaser,  or  sub-piii'chaser,  of  lands  ,sol<l  by  an  adminis- 
trator under  an  order  or  decree  of  the  Probate  Court,  files  a  bill 
in  equity  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  for  specific  performance,  seeking 
to  obtain  a  conveyanci^  of  the  legal  title  from  the  heirs,  and  to  en- 
join an  action  at  law  bv  a  suiceeding  administrator,  he  must  aver 
and  prove  the  facts  which  gave  the  court  jurisdiction  to  order  the 
sale;  and  the  averment  of  mere  legal  conclusions — as,  "appropri- 
ate allegations,"  "  proper  parties,"  "legal  grounds,"  etc. — is  not 
sufficient.     lb.  7. 

11.  Proof  of  proceedings  authorizing  sale. — When  the  averments  of  the 

bill  are  denied,  the  onus  of  proving  the  facts  ne<'essary  to  support 
the  order  and  sale  is  on  the  comj)lainant ;  and  these  facts  are  proj)- 
erlv  proved  by  a  transcript  from  the  record  of  the  Probate  Court, 
if  m  existence;  and  if  the  record  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  it 
must  be  proved  as  other  disputed  facts  are  proved.     lb.  7. 

12.  Application  of  purchase-money  to  debts  of  estate  ;   correspondence  of 

allegations  and  proof. — If  the  complainant  fails  to  prove  the  facts 
necessary  to  sustain  the  validity  of  the  sale,  he  can  not  have  relief 
because  the  proof  shows  that  the  purchase-money  was  applied  in 
paying  the  debts  of  the  estate,  when  the  fact  is  not  averred  in  the 
bill.     lb.  7. 

13.  Decedent's  estate;    removal  of  settlement  into  equity. — The  settlement 

of  a  decedent's  estate  can  not  be  removed  into  equity  by  the 
personal  representative,  in  any  case,  or  at  anv  time,  without  the 
assignment  of  some  particular  ground  of  e(iuitaV)le  jurisdiction  ;  nor 
can  it  be  removed  at  the  instance  of  a  distributee,  or  other  party 
beneficially  interested,  after  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court 
has  attached  and  commenced  to  be  exercised,  unless  some  ques- 
tion of  special  equitable  cognixance  is  involved,  which  the  Probate 
Court  is  incompetent  to  determine.     Shackelford  v.  Bankhead,  47^. 

14.  Insolvent  estate;  removal  of  settlement  into  equity. — When  a  dece- 

dent's estate  has  been  declared  insolvent,  it  requires  a  very  clear 
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and  stronji  ca.se  to  justify  the  removal  of  the  settlement  intoa  rourt 
of  e<|uitv.  It).  47*!. 
15.  Suuw. — "fhe  omission  from  the  inventory  of  property  which  ought  to 
have  been  incUule*!,  the  waste  or  conversion  of  assets,  an<I  the 
failure  to  make  a  settlement,  Immu;;  matters  which  an*  within  the 
juri8<liction  of  the  Probate  Court,  ami  as  t<3  which  its  iwwers  are 
fully  adequate  to  grant  relief,  furnisii  no  ground  for  a  re8f)rt  to  a 
court  of  ecjuity  by  a  creditor.     lb.  47ti. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Bii>b't'<l. — The  owner  of  land  having  conveved  a  lot  to  a  railroad 

company,  reciting  in  the  deed,  as  its  con.sideration,  "one  dollar" 
in  hand  paid,  "and  the  IxMifits  which  will  arise  to  the  grantor  from 
the  ownership  by  the  grantee  of  the  property  hereby  conveye<l," 
the  deed  does  nol  estop  him  from  showing,  as  an  additional  con- 
sideration, that  the  grantee  verbally  a^ree<l  to  grade  part  of  an  ad- 
jacent lot  i>elonging  to  the  grantor,  and  to  remove  and  rebuild  that 
1»ortion  of  his  warehouse  which  was  situated  on  the  lot  conveved 
>y  the  deed,  and  maintaining  an  action  at  law  for  tlie  breacfi  of 
such  verbal  agreement.     M.  A:  M.  li'tilwa;/  Co.  r.  Wilkhigon,  2S€. 

2.  E'/iiitnhh'  iMopppI, — Where  a  mortgagee  of  lands  indorses  on  the 

mortgage  a  receipt  for  the  sj*cured  debt  l>efore  its  maturity,  and  in- 
trusts it  to  the  iwssession  of  the  mortgagor,  pursuant  to  an  agree- 
ment l>etween  them  ;  and  the  mortgagor,  Ijeing  in  }K)ssession  of  the 
lands,  sells  and  conveys  them  to  a  tliird  person,  to  whom  he  aLso 
shows  the  mortgage  and  indorsement  there«in ;  the  mortgage  can 
not  be  establishetl  and  enforced  against  such  purchiwer,  after  he 
has  paid  the  i)urchase-money  without  notice  of  the  agreement. 
Turner  r.  Flinn,  oSJ. 

3.  As  to  the  conclusiveness  of  judgments,  see  JfiJOME.xTs  and  Dk- 

CREKS. 

EVIDENCE. 

Admissibility  a.nd   Relevancy. 

1.  Map,  or  diaqram  ;  when  admissible  a«  evidence. — .\  surveyor,  or  ex- 

i>ert,  testifying  as  to  the  form,  configuration,  or  dimensions  of  the 
land  in  controversy,  may  introduce  a  map  or  diagram,  made  by 
himself,  to  aid  in  making  his  testimony  inttAligible;  and  such  map 
or  diagram  may  then  be  submitte<l  to  the  jury,  to  aid  them  in  un- 
derstanding or  remembering  Ids  testim  my.  But  such  ma;>  or  dia- 
gram is  not  prima  facie  or  i)resumjitively  correct,  unless  prepare<l 
by  a  countv  surveyor,  after  notice  to  the  party  in  adverse  interest, 
as  providecl  by  the  statute  fCotle,  ^  8(58) ;  and  not  having  been  so 

Erepared,  but  made  by  the  witness  without  having  the  title-papers 
efore  him,  and  admitteil  by  him,  on  examination  of  the  deeds,  to 
l>e  incorrect,  it  should  not  l>e  alloweil  to  go  to  the  jury  for  any  pur- 
pose.    Hume*  r.  lierustein,  .'i4<i. 

2.  Evidence  an  to  terms  of  mjrei'ment  (or  trduxfer  0/  note  ait  coUati-ral  se- 

curity.— In  an  action  against  the  maker  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note,  proved  to  have  l)een  given  for  the  accommodation  of  tll^ 
payees,  and  by  them  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  bank  as  collateral 
security  for  a  loan  ;  the  defense  In'ing  want  of  consideration,  and 
the  terms  of  the  agreement  for  the  transfer  toeing  controverte<l — 
whether  it  was  sui)se<iuent  to  the  loan,  or  was  made  under  an 
agreement  contemporantHius  with  the  loan  ;  the  fact  that  no  jxjr- 
tion  of  the  money  loane<l  was  drawn  out  of  the  bank  until  after 
the  transfer  of  the  note,  is  relevant  and  competent  evidence  for 
the  plaintitf.  Hjykin  e.  Bank  oj'  Mobile,  J&i. 
42 
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3.  Proof  of  value  of  goods. — In  an  at-tion  against  a  railroad  company 

as  a  coninion  carrier,  to  recover  damages  for  its  failure  to  deliver  a 
(luantity  oi  corn,  received  by  it  for  transportation  from  one  inter- 
mediate station  to  another  about  eighty  miles  apart,  the  value  of 
the  corn  at  the  place  of  delivery  to  the  railroail,  at  the  time  of  its 
delivery,  is  relevant  and  comjK'tent  evidence  on  the  question  of  its 
value  at  the  pr)int  of  destination.  (Stonk,  J.,  dissenting.)  S.A 
A'.  AIn.  Railroad  Co.  v.   Wood,  4'i/. 

4.  Kridvnce  ox  to  coudarf  of  scrrant   r]tar(/cd  with  larceny  of  (/iieHfn 

moveij,  inaction  again-it  innkeeper. — In  an  action  by  a  guest  against 
an  innkeeper,  for  the  loSs  of  money,  the  condiict,  demeanor  or  ap- 
l)earance  of  a  servant  at  the  hotel,  while  on  trial  charged  with  the 
larceny,  though  it  might  he  competent  evidence  against  himself  as 
an  implied  admission  or  confession,  is  not  admissiV)le  against  the 
defendant,  his  employer.     Beale  r.  Poneji,  o..'S. 

5.  Proof  of  handnritlnc/  hij  cinuparison. — When  the  genuineness  of  a 

writing  or  signature  is  disjmted,  extraneous  writings,  though  ad- 
mitted to  be  genuine,  can  not  be  jiresentt^d  to  the  court  or  jury,  nor 
shown  to  a  witness,  that  he  may  institute  a  comparison  between 
them  and  the  disputed  one.     \foon''s  Adm'r  v.  Cronder,  79. 

6.  Testimony  taken  before  eanse  is  at  issue. — Testimony  taken  in  a  chan- 

cery cause  before  the  cause  is  at  issue  as  to  a  material  defendant, 
is  not  aduiissible  as  evidence  against  him  for  any  purpose.  Har- 
ris r.  Moore,  507. 

7.  Appearance  of  defendant's  cluthinij;  relevancif  as  evidence. — The  ab- 

sence of  all  appearance  of  l)lood  on  the  clothing  of  the  accused, 
imnuKliately  after  the  killing,  is  not  a  fact  tending  to  his  exculjia- 
tion,  when  it  is  not  shown,  or  attemj^tetl  to  be  shown,  that  the  na- 
ture and  chai'acter  of  the  wound  intlicted  on  the  deceased,  or  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  inflicted,  were  such  that  stains 
of  blood  would  probably  ha\e  been  found  on  the  person  or  cloth- 
ing of  the  perpetrator  of  the  crime.     Sidrester  r.   The  Slate,  201. 

8.  Flight  of  accused;  reteranci/  of  evidence. — The  flight  of  the  accused, 

at  or  about  the  lime  l)e  is  accused  or  susj^ected,  is  relevant  and 
admissible  evidence  against  him,  "the  force  of  which  depends  on 
its  connection  with  other  criminating  facts  ;"  anil  as  circumstances 
tending  to  show  such  flight,  it  nuiy  be  proved  that  search  was  made 
for  him  at  his  reputed  residence,  and  at  places  to  which  it  might 
reasonablv  be  presumed  he  had  gone,  and  that  he  could  not  be 
found.     I'h.  201. 

9.  Mi.'<)ion>er;  releranci/  of  evidence  as  to  cnstom  or  usage. — On  the  trial 

of  such  issue,  the  alleged  inisnomer  being  in  the  surname  of  the 
<lefendant,  who  was  a  young  mulatto  boy,  and  whose  mother,  tes- 
tifying as  a  witness  for  liim,  was  called  by  the  surname  of  her 
former  owner,  and  stated  that  his  name  was  also  the  same,  as  al- 
leged in  his  plea;  evidence  of  the  fac^t  that,  "after  the  war,  ne- 
groes took  their  surnames  from  their  former  owners  or  masters, 
and  negro  children  were  called  by  the  name  of  their  mother's 
former  owner  or  master,"  has  no  legitimate  tendency  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  thus  acquired  his  surname,  and  is  not  relevant  or 
admissible  evidence  for  iiim.      ]\'liite  v.  The  State,  lOfi. 

10.  Ilecent  }ios!^essiou  of  stolen  goods;  effect  of,  as  criminating  circum- 

stance.     l'nderu-i)od  v.  The  State,, ??0;  White  v.  The  State,  195. 

Admissions  ;  Conkkssions  ;   Dkcl.xkations. 

11.  Bill  in  o/uifji;   ivhen   admisxilde  an  evidence  in  another  suit. — A  bill 

in  ecjuity,  not  sworn  to.  is  regardeil  as  the  mere  suggestion  of 
counsel,  and  is  not  a(hnissible  as  evidence  against  the  complainant 
in  another  suit;  but,  when  duly  sworn  to  by  him,  it  is  an  adniis- 
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Hion  of  the  facts  therein  state*!,  and  ailniisjjible  aft  evidence  apiinst 
him  in  ani)thi*r  Kuit.  Callau  r.  McDaniel,  .%". 
VI.  Aiixifi'r  ill  rfioiirrxif;  ivhoir  iifliniitsihlf,  vhrn  part  han  been  read. 
Wiien  parts  of  an  answer  jo  a  hill  in  (Mjuity  have  lK*en  read  in 
another  suit  as  evidenee  ajrainst  the  resjMUident,  he  has  the  right 
til  read  tin-  \vhi>Ie  of  it  as  evidence.     /'».  .W. 

13.  AffHiVK   ailmii>*i<nt*    ni'   di'i'larationx;     o'lu'ii    (iiliiiiimihli'    a*    i-vidrnre 

lujaiiist  nriitr'nial. — The  adnii.'*sions  or  iltH'hirations  of  an  aj^ent  are 
adntissiliK'  as  evidence  ajiainst  his  principal,  only  when  made  in 
the  di.schar^:e  of  liis  (hities  as  a;|ent,  and  so  cio.sely  ronnec-ted  with 
the  main  transaction  in  issne  as  to  constitute  a  part  of  Wie  rengetUr. 
Alii.  dr.  Si),  ilaihi  inj  Co.  r.  Ilnirh,  11.2. 

14.  When  ilf'i-liirntliniK  inr  pint  nf  nx  ijmtu-. — In  detemiininfi  whether 

declarations  fall  within  tlie  |>rinciple  of  rm  ijrstn  ,  while  it  i.s  not 
necessary  that  they  slioiild  We  strictly  contemporaneous  with  the 
main  facts  in  issue,  they  must  U'  s(»  nearly  <'oincident  in  point  of 
time  as  to  jjrow  out  of  that  fact,  to  elucidate  it,  and  to  explain  its 
character  and  «niality,  and  must  he  so  clo-^ely  connected  with  it  as 
to  virtually  constituti*  hut  one  entire  tran*»action.     I  f>.  IIJ. 

15.  DrrlitnitioiiM  of  roii<lii'tor  mid  niijiiif'ir:  nhfii  iiduiix'Udi'  (tguih»l  rull- 

niiid  rini'pdiii/. — In  an  action  ajrain.st  a  railroad  company,  tore- 
cover  damajies  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  a  passenjrer,  a 
witnes.x  for  the  itlaintifi'can  not  Ik>  allowe<l  to  testify,  that  the  <-on- 
ductor,  "a  few  minutes  after  the  plaintiti"  hail  U-en  hurt,  askol 
the  eu«rineer  why  he  «licl  not  n's|Mind  to  the  hell-call ;  an*l  that  the 
enjfineer  answered,  he  did  respunil  to  all  the  U'll-rall  he  heard." 
It,.  I /J. 
[Hi.  Mifhoiiivr;  iidiiiiitsioii  iiiiplii'd  from  xih'iin-. — Issue  b«'ing  joinetl  on 
the  plea  of  misnomer  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  <-omiH>tent  for  the 
prostM'Ution  to  prove,  as  an  im|)lied  a<lmission  hy  the  defemlant, 
that  he  was  arraijrned  and  trie<l  in  the  mayor's  court  hy  the  .same 
name  alle^'i'd  in  tin-  iudi<-tment.  without  interposinjr  any  objection 
on  the  jrround  of  misnomer.      M7*///'  v.  Tli*  Stulr,  /.''-'. 

17.  ('oiijcKHioiin:  irhi'ii  riilmitiirii  mid  udiiiixx'ddf. — .\  I'onfession  bv  a  per- 

son a«'cu.<ed  is  not  ne<'essarily  voluntary  and  admissible,  l>e<'ause 
the  |M*r."»<M)  to  whom  if  was  ma<le  testifies  that  he  usf<l  no  promis»»8 
nor  threats  to  indui-f  a  conf«'ssioii ;  nor,  on  tin*  other  hand,  is  it 
rendered  involtmtary  and  inadini.ssible.  ]>e<-aus»'  the  jK-rson  to 
whom  it  was  ma<le,  notlH-in*.'  an  oHicer.  or  in  authority,  exhorted 
him  to  spi-ak  the  truth,  or  told  him  that  it  wouUI  l»e  In-lter  (or  best; 
for  him  to  ti-ll  the  truth.      A.''////  r.  Th-  Stntr,  .'4',. 

18.  Smuf. — The  witness  in  this  «'ase.  testifying  to  the  |>nsouer's  »'onfes- 

sions  while  in  cu.stody,  said  that  he  used  no  pmmises  nor  threats 
to  induce  a  cH»nfe.ssion,  but  added:  "I  said  to  him,  '  Von  hare 
ijut  your  fuot  ill  it,  and  xiuntliodii  ehi'  irax  with  i/oii ;  iioir,  if  ijnu  did 
hrrak  nprn  Ihv  door,  Ihr  tiful  tliiinj  ijon  ran  do  in  to  trll  all  afiont  it, 
and  to  till  irlio  irax  irilh  i/on,  mid  to  ti'll  thr  truth,  tlir  nholr  truth, 
and  iiotliina  /<///  thr  truth.'  I  wanted  to  pHxhice  the  impres.«ion  on 
his  mind  that  it  was  In-st  for  him  to  tell  all  alxxit  it.  and  I  did  pro- 
dui'<'  that  impression  before  he  would  tell  me."  J/rtd,  that  the 
confessii>n  oii^ht  to  have  Ixvn  excluded.     ///.  J'/}- 

19.  liitrrroifiti)!!!  arrnxid  loi  piilitiiinani  ixmniiiatioii. — The  practice  of 

examining  or  interro^ratinji  an  accu.se«i  iH^rwm,  by  the  ma;ristrate, 
pendin;:  the  preMininary  investigation,  is  unwarrante*!  by  the  prin- 
i'iples  «)f  the  common  law,  is  not  authorized  by  any  existin^r statute, 
and  is«ontrary  to  the  sj)itit  of  the  constittitional  pn»vision  which 
tleclares  that  no  person  .shall  becompelle«l  toj;ive  evidence  ajrainst 
himself;  and  statements  or  cunfe.ssions  nntde  by  the  accused,  in 
resjHinse  to  questions  thus  ]iropounded  by  the  majfistrate,  are 
not  competent  evidence  against  him.     I  h.  J44- 
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20.  Declarations  of  person  in  possession  of  land. — The  declarations  of  a 

I)erson  in  possession  of  land,  as  to  the  nature  and  character  of  hi» 
possession,  are  competent  evidence  in  his  favor;  but  his  state- 
ments as  to  the  person  from  whom  lie  bought  it,  and  as  to  the 
price  paid,  are  merely  narrative  of  a  past  transaction,  and  are  not 
admissible  as  evidence.     Dothnrd  v.  Densoii,  '>41. 

21.  Proof    of    transactions    with    deceased    person. — lender    a    bill    tO' 

foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  can  not  testify  as  to  any 
transactions  between  himself  and  the  deceased  mortgagor.  Jnnkin» 
V.  Lovelace,  <W3. 

22.  Same. — When  a  homestead  exemption  is  claimed  by  the  widow  and 

infant  children  of  the  deceased  defendant  in  execution,  and  their 
claim  is  contested  by  the  plaintilf,  a  surety  who  is  bound  for  the 
debt  on  which  the  judgment  is  founded,  though  not  a  party  to  the 
contest,  is  incompetent  to  testify  to  any  transactions  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  deceased  defendant.     K'eel  r.  harkin,  40S. 

23.  Same. — Under  a  bill  to  enforce  an  alleged  lien  on  land,  filed  by  the 

personal  representative  of  the  deceased  vendor,  the  defendant  is 
mcompetent  to  tastify  in  his  own  behalf,  as  to  any  transactions- 
between  himself  and  the  decedent,  unless  called  to  testify  by  the 
complainant.     Binford's  Adm'r  r.  Dement,  4^1. 

24.  Dying  declarations. — When  dying  declarations  are  proved  to  have 

been  made  under  a  sense  of  impending  death,  their  admissibility 
or  effect  as  evidence  is  not  impaired  or  affected  liy  the  fact  that  the 
family  of  the  deceased  thought  at  the  time  that  he  would  recover ; 
and  proof  of  that  fact  is  not  relevant  or  admissil)le  as  evidence. 
Sylvester  v.  The  State,  201. 

25.  Relevancy  of  suspicions  circumstances,   implying  admission  or  con- 

sciousness of  guilt. — In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  the  defendant 
denying  that  he  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the  prosecutrix  at  the 
time  alleged  by  her,  but  admitting  that  he  then  had  opportunities 
for  such  intercourse,  and  that  he  had  intercourse  with  her  at  a  .sub- 
quent  time ;  the  fact  that,  during  the  woman's  pregnancy,  which 
was  well  known  in  the  neighborhood,  he  made  inquiries  and  offers 
to  pay  for  the  means  of  making  a  woman  ittiscarry,  is  relevant  and 
competent  evidence  against  him,  though  he  professed  to  make 
such  inquiries  for  another  person.    Xichohon  v.  The  State,  176. 

Burden,  Weight,  and  Sufficiency. 

26.  Burden  of  proof  as  to  defense  against  railroad  bonds. — AVhen  a  holder 

of  railroad  bonds,  indorsed  by  the  State,  seeks  to  enforce  the 
State's  liability  as  indorser,  the  original  misappropriation  of  the 
bonds  being  shown,  the  law  casts  on  him  the  burden  of  proving 
that  he  acquired  them  in  good  faith,  for  value,  and  in  the  usual 
course  of  business.     Gilman,  Sons  d-  Co.  v.  Railroad  Co.,  566. 

27.  Same ;  proof  of  notice. — In  such  case,  the  presumption  is  of  a  want  of 

notice,  since  it  is  not  probable,  though  possible,  that  notice  of  the 
original  fraud  or  illegality  would  be  communicated  to  a  subsequent 
holder,  thereby  defeating  the  transfer ;  and  the  burden  of  proving 
notice  resting  on  the  party  who  assails  the  title  of  the  holder,  it  is 
not  enough  to  show  only  that  he  acquired  the  bonds  under  circum- 
stances which  would  have  excited,  in  the  mind  of  a  prudent  man, 
suspicions  as  to  the  title  of  his  assignor.     lb.  566. 

28.  Burden  of  proof  as  to  consideration  of  conveyance  assailed  for  fraud. 

When  a  creditor  assails  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  by  his  debtor, 
or  a  conveyance  whose  consideration  proceeded  from  his  debtor, 
and  his  debt  or  demand  is  older  than  the  date  of  the  conveyance, 
the  onus  of  proving  a  A'aluaVjle  consideration  is  cast  on  the  grantee ; 
and  if  the  consideration  is  averred  to  be  a  debt  of  the  grantor  or 
debtor,  he  must  prove  the  existeiv^e  and  validity  of  such  debt. 
Buchanan  v.  Buchanan,  55. 
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29.  Same. — When  a  cretlitor  attacks  a  conveyance  on  the  ground  of 

frautl,  but  dof.s  not  deny  or  inii>each  the  consideration  as  recited, 
he  must  aver  and  prove  that  the  grantee  ha«l  notice  of  the  alletied 
fraudulent  iiiU'ut  of  tlie  jrrantor,  or  participated  in  it;  but,  if  lie 
denies  the  consiileration  as  recited,  and  aUeges  that  the  convey- 
ance was  in  fact  vohuitary,  tiie  oiiii»i  is  on  the  jn-antee,  as  a>;ainst 
•  antecedent  cri'ditors,  to  prove  a  vahiable  consi<leration  snflicient 
to  uphold  it ;  an<l  when  il»e  parties  are  near  relatives,  and  the  con- 
veyance was  execute<l  while  a  suit  was  pending  to  subject  the  lan<l8 
to  the  payment  of  th<^  complainant's  debt,  the  grantee  must  make 
it  plainly  appear,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  it  was  a  real 
contrtu-t  ol  sale,  upon  a  real  and  sufficient  consideration. .  Lipifromb 
r.  McClellan,  i:,.\ 

30.  Burden  of  /into/  ag  to  fraud  or  inigri'iirfxriitntion. — On  a  sale  of  ma- 

chinery by  a  manufacturer,  the  contract  being  reduced  to  writing, 
and  the  machinery  <lelivered  corresi)onding  witli  the  description 
therein  contained,  j)arol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writing,  and 
the  burden  <jf  proving  fraud  or  misrepresentation  is  on  the  pur- 
chaser.     W'Uilt'li'-ud  r.  Lone  S:  Hodky  Coinpani^,  .i.i. 

31.  Burden  of  pruof  uk  to  uovitifd>lr  rirer. — When  a  party  claims  that  a 

stream  al»ove  ti<U'.-water,  which  was  not  treated  us  navigable  by 
the  United  States  surveyors,  is  in  fact  public  and  navigable,  the 
unnx  of  proof  rests  on  him  ;  and  he  must  also  state .fa<-tH  from  which 
the  court  lan  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  stream  is  navigable. 
Walker  c.  Allen,  4oO. 

32.  B roof  of  collateral  fart. — When  a  fact  arises  collaterally,  the  rules 

of  evidence  do  not  retjuire  as  strict  proof  of  its  verity,  as  when  it 
is  directly  in  is.sue.     l/ife  Aio<oriatio>t  r.  Xerllle,  .'>17. 

33.  Broof  of  inxolrenni  of  decedeiiV i<  e»tute. — When  notes  and  other  pre- 

sumptive evidence's  of  debt  are  «luly  filed  against  a  decedent's  es- 
tate, exceeding  in  amount  the  available  assets,  the  estate  is,  prima 
/«r<V,  insolvent ;  and  pri>of  of  these  facts  suHiciently  establishes 
the  in.><oIv»'ncy  of  the  estate,  when  the  question  arises  collaterally, 
although  some  of  the  claims  mav  be  litigated.     Ih.  -ilT. 

34.  Suffirieitni  and  nelght  of  proof . — 'fhe  general  principle  is  recognized, 

tiiat  when  the  evi<lence  leaves  a  disputed  fact  in  <loubt  and  uncer- 
tainty, the  issue  nuist  Ix*  found  against  the  party  on  whom  rests 
the  burden  of  proof;  yet  comts  and  juries  should  rather  weigh  the 
testimony  tlian  count  the  witnesses,  and  should  not  render  a  deci- 
si(»n  on  a  mere  pre|Kjnderance  which  fails  to  produce  a  proper  con- 
viction in  their  minds.     Ih.  517. 

Z5.  Snjfirleiirii  of  rirmmMantial  evidence. — Tlie  test  of  the  sutiicieucy 
ol  circumstantial  evidence,  in  a  criminal  ca.se,  is  not  whether  it 
prcKluces  as  full  convietion  as  would  1k»  prcxluced  by  the  i»ositive 
testimony  of  a  single  cretlil)le  witness,  but  whether  it  satisfies  the 
minds  ol'  the  jurv  to  the  exclusion  of  everv  reasonable  dt>ubt. 
llank>(  ii-  \V(,i>d  v.'Thr  Slote,  /i:if:J. 

3tj.  Sii(jirieiic;/  of  rriilenre,  and  rliarije  (in  to  conflict. — If  the  jury  enter- 
tiiin  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  any  material 
fact  constituting  a  part  of  the  testimonv  in  a  criminal  ca.se,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  the  Ixmefit  of  tliat  doubt,  however  small 
may  1k'  its  influence;  but  this  principle  does  not  extend  to  a  con- 
flict in  the  testimonv  of  two  witnesses  as  t<»  a  collateral  and  im- 
material nuitter.      ]Vhile  r.  The  State,  I'.i.'t. 

M.\rrKF!s  .Iii)Ui.\i.i,v  Kxow.v. 

37.  Municipal  diarli  r. — The  charter  of  a  municipal  corporation  is  a  pub- 
lic statute,  of  which  courts  will  take  judicial  notice.  City  Council 
of  Montgomery  r.    Wright,  411. 
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38.  Navigable  riven^. — The  court  judicially  knows  that  there  are   no- 

tidal  streams  in  Jackson  county ;  and  Paint-Kock  river  is,  prima 
facie,  not  a  public,  navijjable  stream.     Walker  v.  Allen,  4^16. 

On.lKCTIONK. 

39.  Walrer  of  objecHona  to  illef/al  evidence. — "  Parties  may  try  their  con- 

troversies on  illegal  evidence,  it"  they  choose  to  do  so;"  and  if  they 
do  not  object  to  illegal  evidenc(^  when  offered,  the  court  may  prop- 
erly consider  it.     Moon's  Adni'r  r.  ('roirder,  7:>. 

40.  Ohjectlon  to  fjneslinn  or  (inxii:er. — The  allowance  of  an  improper  ques- 

tion to  a  witness,  against  objection,  is  not  an  error  which  will  work 
a  reversal,  when  the  reconl  does  not  show  that  illegal  evidence 
was  thereby  elicited  and  admitted.     Callari  r.  MeDaniel,  9(>. 

41.  General  objei-tion  to  evidence  portli/  admissible. — A  general  objection 

to  evidence,  as  "incompetent  and  irrelevant,"  may  be  overruled, 
if  any  part  of  the  evidence  is  admissible,  although  a  part  is  objec- 
tionable as  secondary  evidence.     Haijex  r.  Wood,  !>.-!. 

42.  Objections  to  evidence  ;   ivhen  and  hoir  made. — When  interrogatories- 

propounded  to  a  party,  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf,  call  for  ille- 
gal evidence,  ol)jection  should  be  taken  before  tiling  cross-inter- 
rogatories; but  this  rule  does  not  prevail,  when  the  illegality  of 
the  evidence  is  unknown,  or  is  only  disclosetl  by  the  answers. 
Bin  ford's  Adm'r  v.  Dement,  491. 
■  43.  Same. — Objecting  to  interrogatories  which  call  for  illegal  evidence, 
without  more,  is  not  suthcient  to  bring  before  the  chancellor  the 
question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  :  there  must  be,  also, 
written  exceptions  signed  by  counsel,  specifying  the  portions  of 
the  testimony  sought  to  V)e  suppressed.     lb.  49/. 

44.  Same. — Motions  to  supress  testimony,  founded  on. excei)tions  duly 

filed,  are  properly  heard  before  entering  on  the  trial ;  or,  by  con- 
sent, they  may  be  heaid  an<l  determined  in  connection  with  the 
main  canse ;  but,  when  the  parties  proceed  to  a  hearing  by  agree- 
ment, stipulating  that  the  chancellor  may  disallow  all  illegal  evi- 
dence, this  "rather  loose  practice  has  a  tendency  to  (tast  on  the 
chancellor  so  much  unnecessary  labor,  that  he  may  very  justly  re- 
fuse to  act  on  such  agreement."     //).  4'>I. 

45.  Same. — Objections  to  evidence  can  not  be  raised  for  the  first  time  in 

this  court,  V)ut  are  waived  when  not  properly  taken  before  the 
chancellor.     Fb.  491. 

Opinion;  Exi'ekts. 

46.  Proof  of  handwriting. — A  person  who  has  seen  another  write,  or 

who  knows  his  handwriting,  may  express  his  opinion  as  to  the 
genuineness  of  a  disputed  signature,  though  he  be  not  an  expert; 
and  experts  may  go  further — may  institute  comparisons  between 
the  disputed  writing  and  those  admitted  to  be  genuine,  and  give 
their  opinion  whether  a  particular  writing  or  signature  is  genuine 
or  forged.     Moon's  Adm'r  v.  Croivder,  79. 

47.  To  what  ivitness  ma;/  testifg. — A  witness  may  testify,  as  a  fact,  that 

he  "  knew  and  recognized  the  walk"  of  another  person.  lieale  t\ 
Poseg,  ■lii.L 

48.  Same. — On  a  trial  under  an  indictment  for  infanticide,  a  witness  who 

examined  the  dead  body  of  the  child  may,  though  not  an  expert, 
testify  that  he  "^onsidei-ed  it  fully  developed  ;  "  this  being  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  open  to  observation,  and  the  witness  being  subject  to 
cross-examination  as  to  his  use  of  the  words  and  his  knowledge  of 
their  meaning.     Hubbard  r.  The  State,  li>4- 
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I'akoi,  a\u  WKirrKN  Evidence. 

49.  Ai>  to  cnnti'l'rnllon  of  tU-itl. — Parol  evidenre  is  not  adniisHihle,  at 

law,  to  contra*!!*-!  th«  n-citals  of  a  dwd  ah  to  tlie  payment  of  a  val- 
uable consideration.     lifiTij,  Ih'iuotiUt'  i(-  iUi.  r.  Sout'll,  14. 

50.  Saitw. — The  consideration  clause  of  a  dee<l  is  always  ojx»n  to  iinlini- 

itetl  explanation,  except  for  two  |)nr|ioses :  1st,  a  party  to  tlie  (UhhI 
is  not  permitted  to  pnive  a  consideration  <lifferent  from  that  ex- 
f)re.<sed,  if  therehy  tlie  legal  etlectof  the  deed  is  varied;  2d,  when 
payment  of  the  consid»'ration  is  nt-itt^l  in  the  ileed,  the  grantor  is 
not  allowt*d,  by  disproving  that  recital,  to  establish  a  resulting 
tnisl  in  himself.     .1/.  A-  M.  /inHndi/  Co.  »■.  Wilkimtim.  ..'Sd. 

51.  Sanii'. — The  owner  of  land  having  conveyed  a  lot  to  a  railroad  eom- 

f)any,  reciting  in  the  de«Ml.  as  its  consideration,  "  one  tlollar  "  in 
land  pairl,  "and  the  benefits  which  will  arise  to  the  grantor  from 
the  ownership  by  the  grantee  <»f  the  proixTty  hen>by  convevtHl," 
tJie  deed  does  not  estnp  him  from  jnliowing,  as  an  a<lditionaf  con- 
sidi'ration,  that  the  grantee  verbally  agreeil  to  grade  a  part  of  an 
adjacent  lot  belonging  to  the  grantor,  ami  to  remove  and  rebuild 
that  portion  of  his  warehouse  which  was  situated  on  the  lot  con- 
veye«l  by  the  deed,  and  maintaining  an  a<rtion  at  law  for  the  brea<*h 
of  such  verbal  agreement.     //».  ~8»1. 

52.  Parol  I'lldeiire  idit/iiiij  or  i.rpltiiniiKj  drrJ. — As  l)etween  vendor  and 

purchaser,  in  the  absence  of  fraui]  or  mistake,  the  deetl  exei-uted 
and  accepted  must  Ik>  regarded  as  the  sole  memorial  and  expositor 
of  the  terms  of  tlu'  contract  betw«H»n  them,  and  parol  evi<leuce  can 
not  be  receive*]  to  vary,  contradi«'t,  or  explain  it.  Rogers  r.  Pcr- 
hle»,  oi'J. 
S."].  Parol  erhieiicr  rumoring  ambitjaitij,  and  identifi/ing  land  gold. — \»  to 
the  sutticiency  of  parol  evidence  a<l<luce«l  in  this  case,  showing  the 
parti<-ular  tract  of  lain!  of  which  the  purchaser  was  placed  in  ihjs- 
session,  and  thereby  removing  the  uncertainty  ano  ambiguity  of 
description  containetl  in  the  written  contract,  the  court  expres-ses 
no  opinion,  but  cites  tlie  following  «'ases :  Chauihfris  r.  Riiwstaff, 
G9  .Via.  140;  KICs  / .  Jiardn,,  1  .Via.  458;  Mmd  r.  Parker,  115  Mass. 
413;   lloline.^  r.  Krainy-,  48  Miss.   247.      Thnuipnon  r.  (inrdon,  4-'>-'>- 

54.  Parol  truxi  in   Utndx. — Oral  evidence,  to  overturn  a  writing  in  any 

ca.se,  must  be  clear  and  convincing ;  and  can  not  be  re«'eivea  (Code, 
^  21iM))  to  engraft  an  express  trust  on  a  «-onveyanee  of  lands  which 
is  abs<jlute  in  its  terms.     Kelhj  r.  Karxuer,  IW. 

55.  Sainr. — .V  tru.st  in  lands,  create<l  verbally,  can  not  be  establishetl  in 

etpiity,  unless  it  is  plain  and  unaml)iguous  in  its  terms,  and  proved 
by  clear  and  c<mviiu'ing  evidence;  and  a  trust  in  {>ers<mai  prop- 
erty, created  verbally,  and  depen<lent  entirely  U|><in  oral  testimony, 
can  only  Ik*  estul»lislied  by  clear  ami  explicit  evidence.  Bailey  v. 
Iririii,  .'tOo. 

56.  Parol  evidnire  e.rjdaining  promis^^onj  note. — A  promissory  note  ought, 

regularly,  to  express  on  its  face  the  time  at  which  it  is  payable; 
and  if  no  time  is  expressed,  or  ]>lainly  manifested,  and  a  blank  is 
not  left  for  the  insertion  of  a  day  of  payment  at  the  option  of  the 
payee,  resort  may  lx>  had  to  extrinsic  evidence,  showing  the  cir- 
cumstances un<ler  which  the  note  was  executed,  and  the  <lesign  of 
parties  in  executing  it,  in  order  to  explain  an  evident  omission, 
and  to  tix  the  time  at  which  it  was  intended  to  make  the  note  pay- 
able.    Boijkin  ) .  Hmtk  <>/  Mobile,  i/;.'. 

57.  Same. — .V  promissory  note  payable  *^  Herentyjive  after  tlate,"  nego- 

tiable  an<l  i>ayable  in  bank,  and  provtnl  to  have  lx»en  made  for  the 
accomiiuxlation  of  the  payees,  who  were  ccmimission-men'hants 
in  Mobile,  to  aid  them  in  their  business,  and  «lelivered  to  them  by 
the  maker,  construed  to  be  payable  .seventy-tive  <f/'(/;j  after  date; 
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and  parol  evidence  was  held  admissible,  in  aid  of  the  evident 
omission,  showing  the  character  of  negotiable  paper,  as  to  length 
of  time  of  maturity,  which  the  banks  in  the  citv  would  accept. 
Jh.  ^JC2. 

58.  Parol  evidence  in  aid  of  drfeetire  deneription  of  lands  i)i  tax  axfteas- 

vienf  and  deed. — When  lands  assessed  and  sold  for  unpaid  taxes 
are  described  in  the  assessment,  and  also  in  the  tax-collector's 
deed,  as  "two-thirds  (-3)  of  square  ',]9  in  Fisher's  tract,"  without 
any  other  words  of  description  or  identification,  the  sale  is  void 
for  uncertainty  and  in'definiteness ;  and  the  anibigiiity  bein*?  patent, 
it  can  not  be  corrected  or  explained  by  extrinsic  paroj  e\  idence. 
Dane  r.  Gleiinon;  100. 

59.  Sale  of  machinery;  admissihilitij  of  parol  evidence  In  ajf'ect  icritijig. 

On  a- sale  of  machinery  1)y  a  manufacttirer,  the  contract  being  re- 
duced to  writing,  and  the  machinery  delivered  .corresponding  with 
the  description  therein  contained,  parol  evidei  cc  is  not  admissible, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  to  vary  tJje  terms  of 
the  writing.      WldteJicad  v.  Lane  d'  Bodlei/  Coinponii,  ,"'J. 

Prksimptions. 

60.  Posse.'iHion  ax  evidence  of  title. — A  plaintiff  in  ejectment  may  recover 

upon  proof  of  possession  merely,  as  against  an  intruder  or  tres- 
passer, or  one  who  does  not  show  a  better  right ;  but  possession  is 
presun)ed,  in  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contraiy,  to  be 
rightful,  and  in  subordination  to  the  true  title;  and  the  burden  of 
proving  it  to  be  adverse,  as  against  the  owner  of  the  legal  title,  is 
on  the  party  asserting  it.     Dolhard  v.  Denxon,  54 1. 

61.  Same. — The  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  possession  of  land  by  a 

purchaser  claiming  it  as  his  own,  whether  in  trust  or  otherwise,  is 
constructive  notice  to  all  the  world  of  his  title,  whether  it  be  legal 
or  equitable.     Savyerx  v.  Baker,  49. 

62.  Same. — The  possession  of  personal  property  is  prima  facie  evidence 

of  title,  or  ownership ;  and  this  princijile  ai>plie8  to  personal  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  wife,  whether  the  possession  be  in  her,  or  in 
her  husband  as  her  trustee,  or  in  both  jointly  in  recognition  of  her 
right.     Patterson  v.  Kicker,  4O6. 

63.  Presumption  a»  to  character  of  wife's  estate. — As  a  rule  of  evidence, 

personal  property  in  the  possession  of  the  wife,  or  in  the  posses- 
sion of  her  husband  as  trustee  for  her,  or  in  their  joint  possession, 
will  be  presumed  to  be  held  as  part  of  her  statutory  estate,  under 
the  laws  which  have  now  been  of  force  for  more  than  thirty  years, 
unless  affirmatively  shown  to  be  an  efpiitable  estate.     lb.  4'>(>. 

64.  Prcsremption  as  to  cominon  lair. — In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con- 

trary, our  courts  will  presume  that  the  connnon  law  prevails  in 
Pennsylvania,  Illinois,  or  any  other  State  liaving  a  common  origin 
with  our  own.     Iririn  e.  Hailei/,  4(>''- 

65.  Prcsuinplion  from  lapse  of  time. — Aiter  the  lapse  of  twenty  years 

from  a  sale  by  an  executor  and  trustee,  during  which  period  the 
purchaser  held  open,  notorious,  and  uninterruj)ted  adverse  pos- 
session of  the  land,  although  the  title  of  the  remaindei--men  might 
not  be  barred,  if  the  power  was  not  legally  executed  ;  yet  a  pre- 
sumption would  arise  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  sale,  and  the 
«  court  would  incline  to  draw  inferences  favorable  to  its  validity. 
Matthews  v.  McDade,  378. 

66.  As  to  presumption  implied  from  failure  to  call  u-itness. — There  is  no 

rule  of  law  which  re(iuires  that,  in  cases  of  larceny  or  burglary, 
based  on  circumstantial  evidence,  the  person  who  last  had  the 
rightful  or  innocent  possession  of  the  stolen  proi^erty  must  be  ex- 
amined as  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  or  raises  a  presumption 
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favorable  t<>  tlic  (Ifft'iidant's  iiinot'enrc  from  the  failure  to  examine 
Piuii  i>ers«.ni  as  a  witness.     Whitr  r.  Shile,  lUft. 

67.  V«f  of  (It'a)llif   wnijtoii;  pv^Miiiti/ttinu  of  uinlirc — From   the  UH<>  of  a 

dea<lly  Avea|»tni,  the  law  infers  an  intent  to  kill,  or  to  *\o  grievous 
bo<Uly  hai'ui ;  and  if  the  (•irruni.«tanees  do  not  show  excuse,  justifi- 
cation, or  immediate  provin-ation,  the  i^resumption  of  malice  ia 
conchisively  drawn.     Sylrextfr  r.  Jlir  Slate,  2Ul. 

Phim.\by  AXI)  SKCOXnAHV. 

68.  Proof  ftf  title  to  pi'i^iniaUtjby  urilhif/. — Although  a  re<'Overy  of  per- 

Honal  pro|)t»ity  may  l)e  had  tin  proof  of  possessifuj,  in  the  absence 
of  conntervailin>r  evidence;  yet,  if  the  plaintifT  undertakes  to  prove 
title  l>y  a  written  instrument,  he  must  produce  it,  or  satisfactorily 
account  for  its  non-|»ro<luction  ;  and  if  the  instrument  is  pro«lu(ea, 
and  lias  attesting?  witnesses,  its  execution  can  not  be  proved  l>y  a 
thinl  jjerson.     I'tttttrxon  r.  Kirhr,  j^io. 

69.  Constnhh' K  houd;  nfi'oinlnrii  proof  if. — There  is  no  statute  reipiiring 

or  authorizinj.'  t+ie  reconiinfr  of  a  constable's  bond,  althuuji;h  it  is 
required  to  Ik-  "  api>roved  by  the  judtreof  prribate,  an<l  kept  in  his 
office"  (Co<le.  ^  704);  and  without  such  statutory  authority,  the 
mere  recordiu}:  of  it«loes  not  make  the  record  competent  evidence 
as  a  copy ;  to  uiake  such  record  admissible  evidence,  it  must  l>e 
prove«l  to  a  c<>rrect  copy,  after  a  pj;oi>er  preclicate  has  been  laid  for 
the  introduction  of  secondary  evidence.     Mnrlin  r.  IInU,  .'>S7. 

70.  Sale  of  ilfcedinVK  luiith,  rni<ler  itrohnti-  deme. — When  a  purcha.ser  of 

lands,  -M  a  sale  made  1)V  an  administrator,  files  a  bill  in  e<4uity,  in 
the  nature  of  a  l)ill  for  specific  performance,  to  compel  a  convey- 
ance of  the  lejral  title  by  the  heirs,  and  the  averments  of  the  bill 
are  denie«l,  the  omiit  of  proving  the  facts  necessary  to  supjX)rt  the 
order  ami  sale  is  on  the  complainant ;  and  these  facts  are  properly 
proved  by  a  tran.scrijjt  from  the  record  of  the  Probate  Court,  if  in 
existence;  and  if  the  record  has  IxH-n  lost  or  destroyetl,  it  mu.st  ))e 
proved  as  other  dispute<l  facts  are  proved.  (iilchnM  r.  Shackel- 
ford, 7. 

Records. 

71.  KroKurr  or  alferalinti  in  rernrd  offered  in  eridenre. — When  a  re<'ord, 

or  other  written  instrument  offered  in  evidence,  presents  the  ap- 
pearance of  an  erasure  or  alteration,  and  there  is  gn^uud  of  sus- 
picion as  to  it,  whether  shown  by  insixn-tion  or  by  extrinsic  evi- 
.aence,  the  party  ofiVring  it  isre<juire<l  lirst  to  remove  the  suspicion 
bv  exi>laininu  the  erasure  or  alteration  :  iMit,  where  the  erasure  or 
alteration  bears  no  such  ear-mark  of  fraudidcnt  intent — as  in  this 
case,  where  the  date  of  a  will  admitted  to  probate  appears  U)  have 
lH*en  chan>ri-<l  from  1875  to  187.'i,  and  the  record  elsewhere  shows 
that  the  testator  die«l  prior  to  1875 — the  better  doctrine  is,  that  the 
chanjre  or  correction  will  1k'  presumed  to  have  been  made  at  the 
time  the  instrument  was  executetl.     Martin  r.  Kin;/,  'tH'f. 

VARIAXrK. 

72.  /i</*rox/'r»(^y«  /V,r/'(«/>f  rc//'MJ»>i/. "Where  the  indictment  allejK^s  that  Uie 

defendant  embezzled  property  which  cauje  to  his  |»ossession  as  the 
a^ent  of  S.,  while  the  proof  shows  that  the  property  was  place<l  in 
his  jKj.ssession  l)y  one  T.,  who  was  the  bailee  of  .S.,  to  l>e  aelivereti 
to  8.,  the  variance  is  fatal,  unless  it  is  shown  that  S.  ratified  or 
recojrnized  the  appointment.      ]Vashln<jton  r.  The  State,  ^7S. 

73.  Mi»nonn-r  and  rariance. — The  mere  mis-si)ellin>:of  a  name,  whether 

of  the  defendant  or  a  thinl  i)er8on,  does  not  vitiate  an  indictment, 
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and  is  not  a  fatal  varianfo,  unless  the  difference  catises  a  material 
(change  in  the  prominciation  of  the  name.  Vudcnrood  v.  The 
Staff,  ^M. 
74.  In  chancery. — I'^vidence  alone,  without  corresponding  allegations  in 
the  bill,  does  not  entitle  the  complainant  to  any  relief.  Junkhn  r. 
Lovelace,  M3;  (rilchrist  r.  Shackelford,  7. 

EXECUTION. 

1.  Lien;  how  affected  hij  delay  or  s^UApen^ion. — As  against  the  defend- 

ant in  execution,  his  heirs,  or  personal  representatives,  the  lien  of 
an  execution  is  not  lost  or  snspende*]  by  the  plaintiff's  direction  to 
the  sheriff  to  hold  it  up,  since  they  can  not  be  tliereby  prejudiced. 
Keel  V.  Larkiii,  4'M-  • 

2.  Sale  (if  lands  after  defendanfa  death. — When  an  execution  is  re- 

ceived by  the  sheriff  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  an<i  its  lien 
is  preserved  as  authorized  by  the  statut<^  (Code,  <J§  ."2i;^,  2633), 
lands  mav  be  .sold  under  a  lew  made  after  his  death,  as  if  he  were 
still  alive'.     lb.  4-M.      ' 

3.  Sale  of  mortgayed  lands  under  execution. — When  mortgaged  lands 

are  sold  under  execution  against  the  mortgagor  (Code,  §3209),  the 
purchaser  accpiires  the  entin;  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  except  his 
statut(jry  right  of  redemption ;  and  if  tiiis  right  is  not  exercised 
within  the  two  years  allowed  by  law,  and  the  mortgagee  then  ob- 
tains a  conveyance  from  the  purchaser,  the  entire  title,  legal  and 
eijuitable,  is  united  and  vested  in  him.     Junking  v.  Lovelace,  303. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  Keepiny  estate  toyether  under  will ;  whether  personal  trusts  or  crecu- 

torial  duties  are  conferred. — Testamentary  provisions  authorizing 
and  directing  an  executor  to  keep  the  estate  together  for  the  term 
of  ten  years,  cultivjiting  the  lands  with  the  labor  of  slaves,  and,  at 
the  expiration  of  that  term,  to  sell  all  the  property  not  specifically 
bequeathed,  and  divide  the  proceeds  of  sale  atjiong  the  several  leg- 
atees, construe*!  in  the  light  of  the  statutory  provisions  which,  in 
1863-4,  aulhorizcd  tlie  Probate  Court  to  confer  similar  powers  on 
executors,  d(j  not  imp  )se  personal  trusts  upon  the  executor,  but 
duties  and  powers  strictly  executorial,  which  he  could  not  exer- 
cise without  the  grant  of  letters"  testamentary,  and  which  might 
be  exercise<^l  bv  an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed.  Foxworth 
V.  White,  221,. ' 

2.  Purchase  by  executor  at  hi.'t  own  sale,  or  from  his   vendee;  when  set 

aside. — A  purchase  of  lands  by  an  executor  at  his  own  sale, 
whether  directly  in  liis  own  name,  or  indirectly  through  the  agency 
of  a  third  person,  and  whether  made  under  an  order  of  court  or  a 
power  in  the  will,  will  be  set  aside  in  equity,  at  the  mere  election 
of  the  parties  in  interest,  if  .seasonably  ex[>ressed;  but,  having 
made  a  fair  sale  to  a  third  person,  lie  may  afterwards  purchase 
from  his  own  vendee,  and  thereby  accjuire  a  good  title,  though 
the  trausa(;tiou  will  be  jealouslv  scrutinize*!  bv  a  court  of  equitv. 
lb.  224. 

3.  Coidrarts  of  e.reculor  in  carrying  on  business  for  estate. — When  an 

executor  continues  to  carry  on,  under  {)owers  confeiTed  by  the  will, 
the  business  in  which  his  testator  was  engaged,  he  is  personally 
lial)le  on  his  contracts,  and  persons  who  deal  with  him  can  not 
chai'ge  the  estate  with  his  debts;  but  the  estate  is  bound  to  in- 
demnify him  on  account  of  debts  properly  incurred  in  carrying  on 
the  business;  and,  when  lie  is  not  in  default  to  the  estate,  tlie 
creditors  may  be  subrogated  to  his  riglit  of  indemnity;  and  when 
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this  is  offorte<l  1>y  a  private  arranK<'nii*nt  CH'tWfen  lUv  parlies,  a 
court  of  eqnily  will  san<-tiuii  and  nplioM  the  transaction.     I  fi.  J2.i. 

4.  Sale  of  lumh  f»j  inhninixlratitr. — An  administrator's  |M)Wer  to  sell 

the  lands  of  his  intestate  is  purely  statutory  ;  and  unless  he  Hies  a 
petition,  containing  the  necessary  averments  to  )jive  Ihe.l'rohate 
CoJirt  jurisdiction  to  onier  a  sale,  that  court  can  make  no  valid  or- 
der of  .«;ale,  save  when  the  parties  in  interest  are  all  adultx  and  of 
sound  mind.  .\  sale  iu;id«'  without  a  valid  <>fder.  based  ujion  a 
pmpcr  petition  tiled,  and  u|K»n  depositions  taken  as  in  chancery 
cases,  is  absolutely  void,  and  confers  ni*  title;  but,  if  the  parlies 
are  all  mlults,  and  of  souiul  iniml,  it  is  not  necessary,  in  a  collat- 
eral attack,  tiitit  the  record  shall  show  that  the  prrnif  waw  taken 
by  deposition,     (iildirixl  v.  Shurkt'JjjH'l ,  7. 

5.  (S'mjVx  hi)  ptreigii   nefiilurx.  or  mlmiiiinlrittor». — l'n<Ier  the   statutes 

which  were  of  force  in  lSt'»7  (Rev.  (VkIc,  ^^22ti.^4},  a  foreijin  ex- 
ecutor or  aidijiiiiistrator  on  the  estate  <if  a  person  who,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  was  not  an  inhal>itant  of  this  State,  but  had  pro|KTty 
her«,  was  not  authorized  to  maintain  a  suit  here,  if  letters  testa- 
menttiry  OP  nf  administration  had  been  jrninte<l  lu-re;  and  un<ler 
the  law  as  since  amended  (VKle,  ^<j  2(>.'»7-.'>.S ; .  while  he  is  author- 
ized to  maintain  suits  and  recover  property  lu're,  on  compliam-e 
with  prescrilHMl  c<in<litions,  nutwithstan<ling  the  prior  apjiointment 
of  a  domestic  administrator,  the  statute  expressly  declares  that, 
"  iK'fore  a  judgment  is  rc'udered  in  bis  fav<»r,  he  shall  prove  to  the 
court  that  he  has  complied  in  all  respects  with  thes«'  con«litions, 
and,  failing  to  do  sf»,  can  not  recover."     Hnnlx  r.  .\fooir,  507. 

6.  Satnr. — In  a  suit  brought  by  such  foreign  exei-utor  or  administrator 

without  a  compliance  with  these  statutory  conditions,  his  bill  be- 
ing dismissed  by  the  chancellor  on  other  grounds,  although  his 
right  to  nuiintain  tlie  suit  was  denied  by  special  plea ;  this  court 
is  boun<l  to  atlirm  the  decree,  although  the  statute  <»f  limitationn 
has  since!  barred  a  recoverv  bv .the  domestic  administrator.  Ih. 
r,(t7. 

7.  Salt'  uiiibr  fHjirrr  ill  iiinrli/0(jr,  htj  furfiijii  iidiiiiiil.ittnlor. — A   foreign 

administrator,  who  has  not  given  Ixmd  and  had  his  letters  recorded 
here  as  nniuin'd  l>y  statute  (Cixle,  (}()  2H;i7-40),  has  no  authority  to 
exe<ute  a  power  <»f  sale  contained  in  a  mortgage  given  to  his  intes- 
tate, as  a  domestic  a<lniinistrator  may  {Jh.  <j  2I'JS} ;  and  a  sale  by 
him,  under  the  power,  neither  «-uts  oti'  the  right  of  redeniotion, 
nor  ati'ects  the  right  of  a  jtmior  mortgagee  to  l)e  let  in  to  n-ileem. 
Sloan  r.  Frntliingham,  'iSU. 

8.  Sniiii';    ntlltiriitiiiii    bij   luli-.t   innl   ilniifMlr   (nhniiilxdotor. — Though 

siu-h  sale  is  unauthori/.ed  and  irn'guiar;  yet.  if  it  is  ratifie<l 
by  the  heirs,  next  of  kin  atid  domestic  administrator,  and  the  pro- 
cee<ls  of  sale  are  projK'rly  apolied  by  th«'  foreign  administrator  in 
the  due  cours<'of  administration,  the  pun-haser  will  Ik*  reganled  as 
an  e(|uita))le  assignee  of  the  mortgage  and  secured  del>t,  ami  will 
be  subrogate*!  to  the  rights  of  tlie  heirs  and  tlie  domestic  a«lminis- 
trator.     />>.  .>.v.'>. 

9.  l/ltiiitatinii  of  '  ili'tioii  '  ilijaiiixt  .-tili'iiii'ii  on  Hilinlni.ih-ntinn  hoilil. — Un- 

der the  statut<>  which  pn'scribessix  years  as  the  limitation  of  "ac- 
tions against  the  sureties  of  exe«-utors,  administrators  or  guardians, 
for  any  nii>fea.><ance  or  malft'asance  whatever  of  their  principal, 
the  time  to  be  computed  from  the  act  done  or  omitted  by  their 
prin<Mpal  whirh  lixes  the  liability  of  ihf  surety"  (Co«le.  ^  ."»'_**_*G, 
Hubd.  7);  the  wor<i  <f/7/«w<x,  l>«?ing  liiierally  construed,  includes  a 
summary  execution  against  the  surety,  on  the  return  of  *  No  prop- 
erty found  '  on  an  exiM-ulion  is.sue«l  on  a  tlecn'e  against  his  princi- 
l)al ;  the  statute  lK»gins  to  nui  from  the  rendition  of  the  decri^e 
against  the  principal ;  anil  when  the  decree  is  revived,  no  execu- 
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tion  having  issued  on  it  before  revivor,  the  statute  is  available  to 
the  sureties  as  a  defense  against  a- summary  execution  on  the  re- 
vived decree,  issued  more  than  six  years  after  tlie  rendition  of  the 
original  decree.     Martin  v.  TaU)i,24: 

10.  Conclusiveness  of  decree  againsl  a(lmiiiistrati>i-,as  against  his  snreties. 
A  decree  rendered  against  an  administrator,  on  tinal  settlement  of 
•his  accounts,  is  equally  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  in  tlie  absence 
of  fraud  or  collusion,  as  to  the  mattei-sof  account,  but  not  as  to  the 
factain  of  the  bond,  or  oth'er  defeus»?6  personal  to  the  sureties  ;  fuul 
when  such  decree  is  levivinl  against  the, admini«tj:ator,  the  revivor 
is  equally  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  except-  as  to  such  personal 
defenses,  although  they  wore  not  partiee  to  suAh  revix'O)',  and  had 
no  right  to  ap]iear-and  (fcfend  against  it.     lb.  !i4. 

U.  Parfiett  to  seUhment;  jn-esuinptions  oil.  error. — (^i  lihal  settlement 
of  an  executor's  accounts, .  \v;hen  the  record  shows  that  the 
decedent  left  a  widow  and  minor  child  fiurv.ivaug  hlni,  and 
the  decree  recites  that  the  infant,  *"  un<k;i-  th«  construction 
of  the  will  of  the  deceased,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the 
settlement,"  but  the  will  itself  is  not  set  out,  ncr  it.s  })rt>visious 
any  where  shown  by  the  record  ;  this  court  can  not  assiujie,  con- 
trary to  these  reciltals,  that  the  (le("e<lent  died  intestates  thereby 
making  the  child  a  necessary  pju-ty  as  a  distributee,  nor  that  the 
will, -properly  construed,  made  the  child  a  necessary  party  as  a 
legatee  or  devisee.     Piiiney  v.  Werborn,  -58. 

12.  Jurisdiction  of  Probate  Conrt  inr  matter  of  trusts;  conclusiveness  of 

decree. — AVhere  tlie  will  confers  ou  fm  executor  persoiuil  trusts, 
which  may  not  exi)ire  when  hie  executorial  (hities  cease,  and 
which  can  not  be  finally  settled  until,  on  tiie  termination  of  the 
w'idow's  life-estate,  the  property  is  delivered  to  the  remainder- 
men, unless  the  executor  and  trustee  resigns,  dies,  or  is  removed ; 
while  the  Prolmte  Court  may  make  a  final  settlement  of  his  ac- 
counts as  executor,  and  the  dei'ree  would  be  conclusive  on  the 
widow,  who  was  a  party  to  it;  yet,  as  to  the  matters  connected 
with  the  trust,  the  court  would  be  without  jurisdiction,  and  the  de- 
cree rendered  would  be  no  ])rotectiou  to  the  executor  in  any  future 
litigation  witli  the  remainder-men  who  were  not  jjarties  to  it. 
lb.  58. 

13.  Equitable  relief  against  settlemmit .^—\\\wn  a  final  settlement  of  an 

executor's  accounts  has  been  made  in  the  Probate  Court,  no  trusts 
being  involved,  and  no  fraud  imputed,  a  court  of  etpiity  will  not 
re-open  the  settlement,  uidess  some  special  cause  for  its  interposi-' 
tion  is  shown.     Foxicorf.h  r.  White,  22.^. 

14.  Same;  on.  ground  of  fraud. — Where  an  administrator,  on  filing  his 

accounts  for  settlement,  wrote  to  his  sister,  who  was  a  distributee 
of  the  estate,  and  resided  in  Texas,  informing  her  that  her  interest 
in  the  estate  was  a  specified  sum,  about  one-fifth  of  its  actual  value 
in  fact,  and  inclosing  a  receipt  for  that  sum,  to  be  signed  by  her, 
which  would  operate  as  a  release,  and  which  was  signed  and  re- 
turned to  iiim,  and  the  money  paid;  held,  that  this  was  a  fraud, 
against  which  a  court  of  e(]uity  would  grant  relief  by  setting  aside 
the  settlement,  an<f  that  the  administrator  could  not  be  heard  to 
say  that  the  distributee,  in  relying  on  his  re])resentations,  and  fail- 
ing to  appear  and  (contest  the  settlement,  was  guilty  of  negligence 
or  other  fault.     Ilumphreiig  r .  Burleson,  I. 

15.  When  distributees  mag  sue,   without  aduiinislration. — As  a  general 

rule,  distributees  or  next  of  kin  can  not,  in  the  absence  of  an  ad- 
ministration duly  granted,  maintain  a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  for 
the  mere  pur])ose  of  administration,  nor,  in  the  absence  of-  special 
circumstances,  maintain  a  suit  for  the  collection  of  personal  assets  ; 
and  although   there  are  exceptional  cases,  in  which  a  court  of 
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equity  will  decree  distribution  diret'tly  to  the  next  of  kin,  without 
the  intervention  of  an  administrator,  w!«en  it  is  clearly  shown  tliat, 
if  one  were  apnointed,  his  only  duty  would  U*  distributiitn ;  yet 
such  relief  wdl  not  he  >rriuited  at  the  instance  of  tin;  next  of  kin  of 
a  deceased  adult  lejiatee,  u|^>ua  mere  >?eneral  allegation  that  there 
are  no  outstanding  <lebts  against  his  estate,  when  such  allegation 
is  raa^le  ujKjn  information  ami  Ix^lief  merely,  and  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  information  was  obtained  from  persons  having  knowledge 
of  the  facts.     SuUhnn  v.  Lan-ler,  68. 

16.  When  dintrihntei'*  nr  adinimAtnitor  may  or  mtmt  fue. — When  tliere  is 

an  administrator  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  legatee,  he  is  the 
proper  persbl^  to  sue  for  the  legacy ;  consequently,  the  next  of  kin, 
or  uistributees  of  his  estate,  can  not  join  in.  a  bill  with  the  stirviving 
legatees,  making  theadministrat<jr  a  defendant,     fh.  US. 

17.  When  ilLilrihntcei  may  maintahi  giiil  acjnin.-'l  nil)ititti.<trntor  and  debtors 

iointlif. — ^The  distributees  of  a  deceitent's  estate  can  not  maintain  a 
bill  in  e<4uity  against  the  personal  representative  and  de1>tor8  of 
the  estate  jointly,  without  alleging  fraud  and  collusion  between 
them,  or  a  refusal  by  the  personal  representative  to  sue  for  and 
collect  the  debts,     fb.  68. 

18.  SuiU  by  administrator  or  distributees;  who  nuiy  sue. — The  title  to  the 

personal  effects  of  a  decedent,  and  the  right  to  maintain  iiersonal 
actions,  are  devolve*!  by  law  on  the  personal  representative ;  and 
the  general  rule  is,  that  he  alone  is  authorized  to  demand,  receive, 
collect,  disburse  and  distribute  the  personal  assets  and  claims  of 
the  estate ;  and  while  there  are  recognized  exceptions  to  this  rule, 
in  which  administration  may  be  dispensed  with,  and  other  cases 
in  which,  the  personal  representative  bein§  estop j>ed,  or  under  dis- 
ability to  sue,  a  court  of  efiuity  will  lend  its  aid  for  the  discovery 
and  utilization  of  assets,  a  bill  by  distributees  must  aver  the  facts 
necessary  to  bring  the  case  within  one  of  those  exceptions.  Sul- 
livan V.  Lauler,  72. 

19.  When  distributees  may  sue,  without  administration. — The  general  rule 

is,  that  distributees,  or  next  of  kin,  can  not  maintain  a  suit  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  distribution,  until  letters  of  administration  have 
been  granted  on  the  estate  of  the  decedent ;  and  this  rule  must 
prevail,  unless  facts  are  aflBrmatively  shown  which  bring  the  par- 
ticular case  within  the  recognized  exception  dispensing  with  an  ad- 
ministration when  it  w^ould  be  a  u-seless  ceremony.  SuUiran  v. 
Lawler,  74. 

20.  Same. — Where  the  testator  deWsed  to  his  widow  a  life-estate  in  all 

his  property,  and  directed  "  the  balance  "  of  the  estate  at  her  death 
"  to  be  sold,  and  the  proceetls  to  be  equally  divided  among  his 
children,"  making  his  widow  executrix;  administration  on  his  es- 
tate, after  the  death  of  the  widow, is  necessary, before  the  remainder- 
men can  maintain  a  suit  in  their  own  names.    lb.  74. 

EXEMPTIONS. 

1.  Governed  by  what  law. — As  against  creditors,  the  right  to  a  home- 

stead or  other  exemption,  its  value  and  extent,  must  be  determined 
by  the  law  which  was  of  force  when  the  debt  was  contracted ;  and 
when  the  creditor  is  a  surety,  by  the  law  wliich  was  of  force  when 
his  liability  was  assumed.     Keel  r.  Larkin,  49S. 

2.  Same;  renewal  of  debt,  or  change  of  parties. — The  mere  renewal  of  a 

debt,  or  the  novation  of  an  old  debt  by  a  new  one,  does  not  affect 
the  debtor's  right  of  exemj)tion ;  but,  when  a  new  Uability  is 
created,  by  reason  of  change  of  parties,  or  otherwise,  and  it  is 
taken  in  fiill  payment  and  discharge  of  the  original  debt,  the  right 
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of  exemption  is  measured  by  the  law  in  force  at  the  date  of  the 
new  obligation.     Jb.4^3. 

3.  Coiitest  of  cJulfii  of  homestead  exemption;  triiere  originated  and  tried. 

When  an  execution,  issued  on  a  judgment  in  the  (Mrcuit  Court,  is 
received  by  the  sheriff"  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  but  is  not 
levied  until  after  his  death  (Code,  §  ii2V,i),  and  a  homestead  is 
thereupon  claimed  by  the  wi<low  ;  the  execution  and  claim  are 
properly  returned  into  the  Circuit  Court,  where  a  contest  of  the 
claim  may  be  originated  and  tried  ;  and  it  is  not  proper  that  the 
contest  should  be  originated  in  the  Probatt>  Court,  and  certified  to 
the  Circuit  Court  for  trial.     /  b.  493. 

4.  Claim  oj  liome^tead  exemption  bi/  roidoir;  jyroceed'inps  under. — When 

a  homestea<l  exeijiption  is  claimed  by  the  widow,  m  lands  on  which 
an  execution,  received  by  the  sheriff"  during  the  life  of  the  defend- 
ant, is  levied  after  liis  death,  the  proceedings  for  its  allotment 
should  be  governed  bv  section  2832  of  the  Code,  and  not  by  sec- 
tion 2841.  lb.  m. 
o.  HomeHtead  exemption;  ocrtijxinci/. — A  claim  of  homestead  exemption 
can  not  prevail,  without  averment  and  proof  of  occupancy.  Lyrie's 
Adm'r  r.  Wann,  43. 

6.  Waiver  of  homestead  exemption. — Under  the  statute  approved  ^larch 

4th,  1876  (Code,  §  2848),  a  waiver  of  a  right  of  homestead  exemp- 
tion is  required  to  be  made  "  by  a  separate  instrument  in  writing ;" 
consequently,  a  waiver  embodied  in  an  ordinary  promissory  note, 
though  attested  by  one  witness,  is  invalid  and  inoperative.  Baker 
V.  Keith,  mi. 

7.  Contest  of  claim  of  homestead  exemption;  where  tried. — When  a  home- 

stead i.s  allotted  to  the  surviving  child  of  a  decedent,  by  commis- 
sioners appfHuted  by  the  Probate  Court,  and  the  allotment  is  con- 
tested bv  a  creditor,  that  court  has  no  authority  to  trv  the  issue 
(Code,  <>§  2838,  2841),  but  should  certify  it  to  the  Circuit  Court  for 
trial  at  the  .next  term.    J  b,  121. 

8.  Remed!/  of  creditor  to  enforce  waiver. — As  to  what  is  the  proper  rem- 

edy of  a  creditor,  in  whose  favor  a  valid  waiver  of  homestead  ex- 
emption has  been  executed  by  a  debtor  since  deceased,  the  waiver 
not  having  been  enforced  during  his  life,  and  his  estate  being  de- 
clared insolvent,  quxref  "  Possiblv  legislation  is  called  for  on  this 
subject."     lb.  111. 

9.  Homestead  exemption  in  favor  of  decedenVs  minor  child;  how  affected 

by  insolvency  of  estate. — Where  a  deceased  debtor  left  no  surviving 
widow,  but  a  minor  child  as  the  only  member  of  his  family,  such 
child  had  a  right  to  occupy  the  homestead  during  minority,  and, 
if  the  estate  was  declared  insolvent  during  such  minority,  the 
homestead  estate  vested  absolutely  in  the  child,  under  the  provis- 
ions of  the  act  approved  April  23cl,  1873  (Sess.  Acts,  p.  64,  §  15) ; 
but,  if  the  (;hild  attained  its  majority  before  the  estate  was  re- . 
ported  insolvent,  the  right  of  homestead  terminated  with  its  mi- 
nority, and  was  not  revived  and  enlarged  into  an  absolute  estate 
by  the  subseipient  insolvency.     lb.  121. 

10.  Claim  of  homestead  exemption,  and  contest  thereof;  where  tried. — Un- 

der statutory  i)rovisions  (Code,  §^  2838,  2841),"  the  Probate  Court, 
or  the  judge  of  probate,  has  no  jurisdiction  to  try  au,y  contest  as 
to  the  right  of  homestead  exemption,  but  is  required  to  certify  the 
issue  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  trial,  whether  it  arise  on  an  allotment 
made  by  commissioners,  or  on  an  api)lication  made  to  the  court 
under  circumstances  which  dispense  with  the  necessity  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  commissioners.     Farley  v.  Riordon,  128. 

11.  Exceptions  to  widow's  claim;  when  filed. — A  contest  of  the  widow's 

claim  to  a  homestead  exemption  can  only  be  originated,  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court,  by  the  filing  of  written  exceptions  to  the  allowance  of 
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the  flaiin,  or  of  tiie  ullotnii'nt,  as  the  ctifie  may  be;  which  must  he 
filed,  when  made  to  tiie  allotment,  witiiin  "  thirty  days  after  the 
expiration  of  the  sixtv  days"  }dlowe<l  them  formakin<.'  their  allot- 
ment and  reiH)rt ;  and  within  thirty  days,  when  the  claim  is  made 
hy  i)etition  nnder  circumstanees  which  render  tiie  aptiointment 
and  rejxtrt  of  commissioners  unnecessary,  all  the  faet«  hein;;  pre- 
Bented  hy  the  i)leadinfrs.     I  h.  l..'S. 

12.  Sami'. — If  exceptions  are  not  tiled  within  the  prt'scrihed  time,  the 
e<iurt  has  no  power  to  allow  them  to  Ix' tile«l  afterwards;  and  an 
order  of  continuance,  thou^ih  made  hy  cons«'nt,  and  stated  in  a  snh- 
sequeiit  entry  to  have  hcen  made  "'  witiiout  prejudice,"  does  not 
enlarjre  the  time  within  which  exceptions  may   Ik*  tiled.     Ih.  US. 

1.3.  Ali»'niil!i>ii  of  lnniii'xt''iul  ;  alijnDtnri'  ninl  iirkiioirh'dijiiinit  hif  wife. 
Under  the  |)rovi>ions  of  the  constitution  of  ISdS,  prior  to  the  pass- 
ajj;e  of  the  act  approved  April  2.'>,  IST.'J,  a  mortj^ajje,  <jr  otlier  alien- 
ation of  the  homestead,  acknowledjred  hy  hnshand  and  wife,  and 
certified  in  the  form  preserihed  hy  the  statute  for  ordinary  convev- 
ancres,  was  suHicrient  to  convey  the  homestead,  linttn  r.  Ih-onglt- 
toit,  ^!>4. 

14.  Chiiin  of  i.n'iiipl /n'rsonal  proprrtff;  hoir  ronlistnl. — When  a  declara- 
tion and  claim  of  exemption  in  and  to  specific  articles  of  personal 
property  has  heen  tiled  in  the  ottice  of  the  jn<l;ie  of  prol>ate  of  the 
county,  a  levy  «-an  not  lawfully  he  made  upon  the  4)roperty  (Code, 
^  28;»()),  unless  the  plaintiliin  the  i)rocess  first  makes  atlidavit  and 
gives  hfmd  as  prescriiied  hy  the  statntt" ;  and  if  a  levy  is  made  with- 
out the  performan«*«'  of  these  «'onditions  precedent,  it  will  l)e  set 
aside  on  motion.     Totlfn  t(-  Jiio.  r.  SVf/^  t(  Co..  .'/SS. 

1.5.  Samf. — If  a  hond  is  not  yiven  hefore  or  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  it 
can  not  he  suhsetjuently  suj)plied  on  the  hearing:  of  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  levy;  and  a  hond  of  inilemnitv,  given  to  the  sheriff  for 
Ids  own  i)n>tection  in  making  the  lew,  is  iM»t  a  compliance  with 
tlu!  statute.     Jb.  4^8. 

FRAUD. 

1.  Equ'dtilih'  rrlit'f  nijniiinl  j'niud. — Fraud  vitiates  any  and  every  trans- 

action into  which  it  ent»'rs,  even  the  most  solemn  contracts,  and 
the  judgments  or  decrees  of  courts  of  the  highest  jurisiliction  ;  and 
when  a  fiduciary  relation  exists  hetween  two  i)ersons,  which  ren- 
tiers it  the  <luty  of  one  to  communicate  to  the  other  full  information 
of  all  facts  within  his  knowledge,  tiie  failure  to  do  .«io  is  a  fraud, 
against  which  a  court  of  etpiity  will  grant  relief,  lliunidneijs  r. 
liKrlmon,  I. 

2.  Alhgatioiix  of  mhrepirfientatioiis  not  ghowniij  fraud. — In  a  hill  filed 

hy  a  sttx'kholder  in  an  incorporated  huil<Iing  and  loan  as.<«ociation, 
asking  an  accoimt  and  rcdemjition  under  a  mortgage  which  he  had 
executed  to  the  association,  averments  in  these  words,  "  Your  ora- 
tor's purjM>se  in  ohtaining  said  shares  of  st<H-k  in  the  outset  was  to 
enahle  him  to  horrow  the  money,  and  not  as  an  investment  in  the 
stock,  ami  this  i)urpisse  was  well  known  to  the  othcers  of  the  coni- 

i«iny ;  and  orator  was  moved  to  horrow  the  money,  and  pay  this 
>75  i>er  month,  hy  the  statements  and  calculations  made  hy  said 
oHicers,  and  given  to  him,  that  this  .stock  would  \n'  worth  !f2(X)  per 
share  after  the  one-hundredth  installment  was  paid  in,  an<l  he  l»e- 
came  a  .shareholder  hy  the  i)urcha.se  ol  stiK-k  for  the  ahove  pur- 
fMjse,  and  under  the  foregoing  representations," — show  only  the 
expression  of  an  opinion  or  judgment  on  a  matter  whi«-h  was 
equally  open  to  \hA\\  i»arties,  and  do  not  amount  to  a  charge  of 
fraud  or  willful  misrepresentation.  I.th-  r.  SiTuriti/  L<nm  .\»»o>i<i- 
tlon,  207. 
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1.  Agreement  by  mortgagee  to  redeem  from  purchaser,  for  mortgagor. 

An  agreement  or  promise  by  the  mortgagee  to  redeem  the  lauds 
from  a  i)uri'haser  at  execution  sale,  for  tlu!  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  to  allow  him  to  redeem  on  rei)ayment  of  the  amount 
advanced,  with  interest,  and  the  balance  due  on  the  mortgage  debt, 
is  within  the  statute  of  frauds  (Code,  §  2121),  and  can  not  be  en- 
forced unless  a  comi)liance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  is 
shown  ;  and  the  re-payment  of  the  money  does  not  take  tlu!  case 
out  of  the  statute,  unless  possession  was  also  taken  and  held  under 
the  contract.     JnnkiriK  r.  f.arekice,  303. 

2.  Pleading  xtntnti'. — The  statute  of   frauds,  as   a  defense  in  eipiity 

to  a  bill  which  seeks  the  specific;  i)erformance  of  a  contract  re- 
lating to  lands,  nuist  be  i)loaded,  unless  the  bill  shows  on  its 
face  that  the  contract  is  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Hailei/  r.  Irwin,  505. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES, 

1.  Surety's  rights,  as  against  fraudulent  and  voluntary  conveyances. — A 

surety  is  a  creditor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds 
(Code,  ^  2124),  and  entitled  to  protection  against  fraudulent  and 
voluntary  conveyan(;es,  from  the  time  when  his  contingent  liability 
was  assumed,  although  he  has  no  technical  right  of  action  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt.     Kerl  v.  Larkin,  403. 

2.  Validity  of  conveyance  assailed  for  fraud  ;  burden  of  proof  as  to  con- 

sideration.— When  a  cr'oditor  attacks  a  conveyance  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  but  does  not  deny  or  imi)each  the  consideration  as  recited, 
he  must  aver  and  i)rove  that  the  grantee  had  notice  of  the  alleged 
fraudulent  intent  of  the  grantor,  or  participated  in  it ;  but,  if  he 
denies  the  consideration  as  recited,  and  alleges  that  the  convey- 
ance was  in  fact  voluntary,  the  onus  is  on  the  grantee,  as  against 
antecedent  creditors,  to  jn'ove  a  valuable  I'onsideration  sulticient 
to  uphold  it ;  and  when  the  parties  are  near  relatives,  and  the  con- 
veyance was  executed  while  a  suit  was  peiuling  to  subject  the 
lands  to  the  payment  of  the  (-omplainant's  debt,  the  grantee  must 
make  it  plainly  appear,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  it  was 
a  real  contract  of  sale,  upon  a  real  and  sufiicMent  consideration. 
Lipscomb  v.  McClellan,  151. 

3.  Same. — When  a  creditor  assails  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  by  his 

debtor,  or  a  conveyance  whose  consideration  proceeded  from  his 
debtor,  and  his  debt  or  demand  is  older  than  the  date  of  the  con- 
veyance, the  onus  of  proving  a  valuable  consideration  is  cast  on 
the  grantee  ;  and  if  the  consideration  is  averred  to  be  a  debt  of  the 
grantor  or  debtor,  he  must  prove  the  existence  and  validity  of  such 
debt.     Buchanan  v.  Buchanan,  55. 

4.  Conveyance  to  creditor  ;  ivh en  fraudulent  as  to  others. — A  conveyance 

or  sale  by  an  insolvent  debtor  to  one  of  his  creditors,  in  payment 
of  an  existing  debt,  will  not  be  held  fraudulent  as  against  other 
creditors,  bet^auseof  an  actual  fraudulent  intent  on  his  part,  unless 
the  creditor  had  knowledge  of  that  intent,  or  participated  in  the 
fraud.     Lyne's  Adm'r  V.  Wann,  43. 

5.  Same  ;  when  allowed  to  stand  as  valid  security. — When  a  conveyance 

is  assailed  by  creditors  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  the  grantee  is 
not  implicated  in  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the  grantor,  the  convey- 
ance will  be  allowed  to  stand  as  a  valid  security  to  the  extent  of 
the  actual  consideration  proved  to  have  been  paid.     lb.  43. 

6.  Voluntary  conveyance  ;  parol  evidence  as  to  consideration. — A  volun- 

tary conveyan(;e  is  void  as  to  the  existing  (ireditors  of  the  grantor, 
and  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible,  at  law,  to  contradict  its  re- 
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citalH  as  to  the  i^onsideratiou.  Hence,  the  grantee,  claiming  that 
the  <lee<l  woh  founded  in  fact  on  valuable  consideration,  would  be 
without  legal  remedy  agaiuHt  an  attaching  creditor  of  the  grantor, 
and  the  levy  of  the  attachment  would  be  no  obstacle  to  a  reforma- 
tion of  the  deed  in  equity.  Berry,  Deinovillf  tt  Co.  r.  Sotcell,  I4. 
7.  Trust  ill  fraud  0/  creditors. — When  lands  are  conveye<i  by  a  debtor 
to  his  wife  or  child,  with  the  intent  to  plac^e  the  property  l>eyond 
the  reach  of  his  creditors,  and  to  Ije  hel<l  in  secret  trust  for  his  own 
benefit,  neitlier  he  nor  his  heim  can  enforce  the  trust.  Kelly  v. 
Karisner,  lOG. 

GAMING.  See  Criminal  Law,  11, 12. 
GARNISHMENT.  See  Attachment. 
GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

1.  Son-re»ideiwe  of  guardian. — The  fact  that  a  guardian  is  a  non-resi- 

dent when  a  (fecree  is  rendere<l  in  his  favor,  for  the  use  of  his  ward, 
does  not  justify  the  inference  that  he  was  also  a  nou-re8i<lent  at  the 
time  of  his  appointment,  but  the  court  will  presume,  if  necessarj', 
that  he  changed  his  residence  after  his  appointment ;  and  even  if  he 
was  a  ntjn-resident  when  appointe«l,  the  apix)intment  would  not  be 
void,  but  only  irregular  and  voidable.     Martin  c.  Tally,  23. 

2.  Conclimlveness  of  decree. — in  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  decree  ren- 

dered in  favor  of  a  guardian  for  the  use  of  his  ward,  by  summary 
execution  against  the  sureties  on  the  defendant's  bond  as  adminis- 
trator, the  recitals  of  the  decree  are  cdricinsive  as  to  the  fact  of  the 
^ardian's  appointment  and  ltd  regularity,  and  they  can  not  be 
impeached  or  questioned,     lb.  SS. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  Who  entitled  fo. — A  person  who  is  in  the  county  jail,  under  a  init- 
timnn  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  he  was  brought 
on  a  charge  of  vacancy,  and,  aemanding  a  trial  by  jury,  was  re- 
quired to  give  bond  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  term  of  the  Cir- 
cuit Court,  and  committed  to  jail  on  failing  to  give  such  lx)nd,  is 
not  eiititle<l  to  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus.    Ex  parte  Dunklin,  2^2. 

HOMESTEAD.     See  Exemptions.       '      ' 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Remoral  of  disabilities  of  coverture  J>ii  decree  of  chancellor, \ej tent  of 

powers  omferred  by  decree. — Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  aj>- 
proved  February  lOtli,  1875  (Code,  ^  2731),  chancellors  are  au- 
thorized, cither  in  term  tiui«  or  vacation,  on  the  filing  of  a  proper 
petition  and  regular  proceedings  had  under  it,  "  to  relieve  mar- 
ried women  of  the  disabilities  of  coverture,  as  to  their  statutory 
and  other  separate  estates,  so  far  as  to  invest  them  with  the  right 
to  buy,  sell,  hold,  convey  and  mortgage  real  and  i)er8onal  prop- 
erty, and  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  femnuis  sole;  "  V)ut  a  decree  ren- 
dere<l  under  tlii.-i  statute  rtnnovee  the  <lisabilities  of  coverture  only 
to  the  extent  particularly  H|HH"ifietl  in  the  statute,  and  does  not 
confer  on  the  jx'titioner  the  power  to  make  general  contracts. 
Cohen  V.  Wnllner,  Hirschberg  tv  Co.,  i-W. 

2.  Same;  averment.'*  of  netition. — When  a  jn'tition  is  filed  under  this 

statute,  it  must  allege  that  the  ^wtitioner  has  a  separate  estate, 
statutory  or  e«iuitable ;  and  the  omission  of  such  averment,  it  be- 
ing a  juris<lictional  fact,  renders  the  entire  proceeding  void. 
lb.  J.i.i. 

43 
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3.  Conreyance  of  wife^»  property. — 'Property  beluDgiiig  to  the  stsitutory 

estate  oi  a  niarriod  woman,  wliethei"  real  or  personal,  can  only  be 
disposed  of  in  the  ]>artieular  njode  pre8ilibe<t  by  the  statute ;  that 
is,  by  th(>  joint  couvevanee  in  writing  of  herself  and  her  husband, 
attested  or  aeknowledged  as  prpseribed.  J'ollak  d-  Co.  v, 
GraoiK,  ^147. 

4.  Same;  iiah:  or  crcharigp  of  homf. — If  tiie  hus])and  purehases  a  horse 

with  money  belonging  to  the  wife's  statutory  estate,  not  talking  the 
title  to  himself,  the  legal  title  \ests  in  the  wife;  and  a  suljseqnent 
/  exchange  of  tiie  horse  for  another,  not  eonsnmmated  by  writing 

signed  by  husband  and  wife  jointly  (and  att(^sted  or  acknowledged), 
tliough  made  with  tlie  assent  of  the  wife,  dftes  not  divest  her  title 
to  tJie  first  horse,  nor  vest  in  lu?r  any  title  to  the  second,     fh.  -UT. 

5.  Piirclniift:  hij  hu.'>ban(i,   for  vr'tf':  title  not  p(in.'<iri<j  to  her. — If  tiie  hns- 

l)and  buys  personal  property  at  the  re<iuest  of  the  wife,  but  pays 
the  price  with  money  borrowed  by  him  on  his  own  credit,  the  title 
vests  in  him,  not  in  his  wife;  and  the  sulwetjuent  re-paJ^nent  of 
the  borrowed  money,  with  money  V>e]onging  to  the  wife's  statutory 
estate,  does  not  change  the  title,  nor  oeate  in  the  wife  any  interest 
in  the  propertv  which  she  can  assert  at  la  w  as  against  his  creditors. 

ib.n7.       ■  '  _ 

(5.  Prcswtiptioii  (in  Jo  eharacter  of  w.ife's  e»taie — As  a  rule  of  evidence, 
}^ersonal  pro]jerty  in  the  posftei'sion  of  the  wife,  uv  in  the  j>osses- 
sion  of  her  husband  as  trustee  for  her,  or  \\\  their  joint  ])OSsession, 
will  be  presumed  to  be  held  as  part  of  her  statutory  estate,  under 
the  laws  whiclthave  now  been  of  tV>nie  for  more  than  thirty  years, 
unless  athrmatively  shown  to  be  an  oiuit^ble  estate.  Patleraon  v. 
Kkkfr,  400. 

7.  fue  (f  n'lfe'.s  fv.tid.'i  t>y  Jitmbori'l;    f'ketlier  ei)iicersioii.  or  itireMiuent. 

When  the  husband  purchasers  proxterty  at  an  a<bninistjrator's  sale, 
and  is  allowe<I  a  credit  on  his  purchase  to  the  extent  of  his  wife's 
distributive  share  of  the  estate,  this  is  not  an  investnient  for  the 
wife,  but  a  conversion  of  her  interest,  and  i-enders  him  her  debtor 
for  the  amount.     Lyne'n  Adm'r  i\  Wann,  ^S. . 

8.  Sariw;  a.'t  roiisideration   of  conveynnee  to  mife. — If  tiie  husband  re- 

ceives mouej's  belonging  to  his  wife's  statutory  estate,  and  con- 
verts them  to  his  own  use,  thereby  becoming  a  debtor  to  her  to 
that  amoimt,  this  constitutes  a  valuable  itmsideration  to  sni>iK)rta 
Hubse<inent  t'onveyauce  to  her;  l)ut  he  is  not  liable  for  interest 
on  such  moneys,  nor  for  proy)er1y  belonging  to  her  which  he  re- 
ceived, but  whicli  he  is  nor  slwwn  to  liave  sold  ajid  convert<'d  to 
his  own  use;  and  as  to  these  items,  the  conveyance  M'ould  be  with- 
out a  valuable  considenrtfon.     ft).  4-^. 

9.  Hushanil' .<  ayreernent.  not  blinUng  wife  or  her  propcj-ty. — The  lauds 

of  the  wife  having  lx>en  sold  and  conveyed  by  the  joint  dei^d  of 
husband  and  wift;,  not  containing  any  cov(?nant  or  warranty  as  to 
quantity,  a  writing  signedby  the  hu.^bantl  alone,  n)f>re  than  a  year 
afterwards,  not  founded  on  any  new  ct>nsideration,  and  agreeing  to 
a  )-e-survey  of  the  lands  with  a  vieAV  to  the  t-orrection  of  any  mis- 
take as  to  <iuantity,  can  not  impose  any  liability  on  the  wife,  or 
V)rejudice  her  rights  in  any  way.      Royerx  c.  Peehten,  .r?9. 

10.  ftictbond'n  af:.<iettl  to  embaiiknteut  raniiiny  damnye  to  wife'.'!  lands. 
The  assent  of  the  h\islr)and  to  the  construction  or  <ontinuance  of  an 
embajikment  on  the  adjacent  lands,  causing  continuous  injury  to 
his  wife's  land,  can  not  bar  or  preclude  her  from  maintaining  a 
suit  in  eijuity  to  enjoin  and  abate  it.     .\initu/er  r.  Xoruood,  .277. 

]  1.  Wife's  equitable  ei^tate ;  hov  affeeted  byrhanye  ofdmnicile.~:-\\hQUthe 
wife  is  possesseii  of  an  ecjuitable  separate  estate  in  property  which 
accnied  to  her  elsewhere,  the  character  of  her  estate  is  not  changed 
by  the  removal  of  herself  and  husband   U)  this  .State,  bringing  the 
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prfjiH-rty  witli  flH'tii,  an«l  tlu'  m'<|uiHition  of  a  <lomi«'ile  here;  ami 
on  her  KiibmM|iK'iit  dt-ath  intestutf,  the  title  and  ownerphip  of  the 
property  devolve  ujxm  her  rH:rt*onal  representative  or  heirw  at  law, 
to  the  excluHion  of  the  husband.     Irwih  r.  Bailey,  4*j7. 

\'2.  Rt'iiunrintinu  of  iiHirilnl  riyhlf  hi/  hufbntid. — At  eotnmon  law,  the 
husband  inijrhl  naiounfe  hii^  marital  rijjht8  in  and  to  hin  wife's 
proptrrty  :  and  the  effe»-t  of  sxu-h  rcnuciation  was,  that  the  propt-rty 
Ixranie  the  ei|uitable  entate  of  the  wife,  jih  if  he  had  fir^t  redui,-e<J 
it  to  poHHeHsion,  and  then  u>ade  a  pft  of  it  to  her.     I h.  .'t*,7. 

\'A.  Reinovfil  of  hmtlKitui  nx  uiff'f  IniMn . — Where  the  huRband  has  pre- 
<'Iu<led  himself  from  aH^ertinjiliis  ri>;htsaH  truHtee  for  hin  wife,  and 
has  abiUKioiK'd  her,  taking  tip  his*  j>«'rnianent  rewdenre  in  a  foreign 
(•(nuitry,  «  court  of  eijuity  will  remove  him,  at  the  in.stanc^e  of  the 
wife,  KiH'kinK  lo  enforce  her  rights.  an<l  appoint  another  trust**  for 
her.     SliKiii  r.  Froth inyhnm.  •'>8U. 

14.  Annuity  in  linnhnrnl  and  irife  tlnriny  (k*ir  jvitil  Hi'Cf,  o/ni  to  fUrriror 

firflifp,  ftayahlf  tn  h<i)>han<f  ''/or  their  mutual  hetiejit;'^  wife'it  inter- 
est in. — Where  an  annuity  is  created  by  dee<i,  charged  on  lands, 
and  fiUH^unnl  by  mortgage,  in  favor  of  hiwhand  and  wife  during 
their  joint  lives,  and  to  the  survivor  for  life,  and  is  made  payable 
to  the  husband  "  for  their  mutual  l>enetit  ;"  tlie  husband  does  not 
take  the  entire  interest  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  wife, 
bnt  he  and  his  wife  take  by  moieties;  he  reeeJves  and  holds  her 
jwrtion  as  trustee  for  her,  is  liable  to  account  to  lier  for  it,  and  can 
not  niKke  it  his  own,  nor  make  an  astiigiiment  or  transfer  which 
would  atlect  he.r  riglits;  and  she  has  surli  an  interest  as  entitles 
her  t/)  maintain  a  bill  in  eqnity  to  {<»reclose  the  mortgage,  and  to 
redeem  from  an  older  mortgage  on  the  lan<ls.     11'.  .Wh 

15.  Hill  hy  kufti'tinf  and   leife,  and  dimitigi'al  thereof  hy  hitiif/nnd. — A  bill 

tiled  iji  the  names  of  Imsband  and  wife  jointly,  to  enforce  jmyment 
of  an  annuity  charged  on  lands,  and  made  ]>avahle  to  the  husband 
for  the  mutnal  lK?nefit  of  himself  and  his  wife  during  their  joint 
livi'S,  in  the  i>ill  of  the  husband  alone;  ami  a  dismissal  of  the  bill 
by  him,  on  compromise  with  tiie  defendant,  does  not  prejudice  the 
rights  of  the  wife,  n<ir  bar  her  from  maintaining  another  bill  to 
enfon-e  payment  of  her  part  of  the  annuit}'.     fh.  fiS9. 

16.  Stututitry  prnil^ion*  im  to  /tartitis,  in  nuitr  hy  married  tromen. — The 

.Statute  whi«-.h  pnivides  that  a  married  woman  "  niust  sue  or  l>e 
suetl  alone,  when  the  suit  relates  to  her  wiparate  estat*  "  iCoile.  <) 
2.S92;,  applies  only  t<.>  actions  at  law,  and  has  no  referen<'e  to  suitfi 
in  equity.      Safry>^rx  » .  linker.  ^^. 

17.  Ruleniif  urnrti> e  ok  In  fiortief.  in  ftifa  hy  married  H'fine.ii. — The  15th 

Rule  of  Chancery  Practice,  adoy>te«l  in  .lauuary.  1S77,  providing 
tl»at  "all  bills  and  f>etitioni»  by  marriHl  women,  in  reieren<'e  to 
their  w^pai-ate  estates,  shc^ll  W  exhibited  in  Uieir  own  names,  if 
over  twenly-(nie  years  of-^ije.  or  relieved  ♦»/  the  disabilities  of 
coverture"  , (\Kle,  p.  Iti'}!  was  intended  to  carrv  out  the  legisla- 
tive pohcy  ijidicated  by  the.  sai<l  act  approved  Maroh  4th,  1876, 
since  inojH'rative  U'causeomitte*!  from  tlieCoileof  lS7rt;  and  while 
said  rule  appli(>s  equally  to  all  .separate  estates,  whether  statutory 
or  Hijuitable,  it  extends  ordy  to  cases  in  which,  prior  to  its  adctption, 
it  was  necessary  that  a  married  woman  shiMild  sue  by  her  TH'Xt 
friemi,  and  d(Hfs  nt»t  apply  to  cases  in  which  it  was  n«H;e8Hary  or 
pro]K*r  that  she  and  her  husban<)  should  join  as  co-ooinplainantt«. 
Ih.4'-^. 

18.  .Ji>i)ider  iif  hnxhiutd  and  trifeastdalntiffg. — .As  de<'ided  in  this  caf«e 

on  a  former  ap|>eal  (56  .\la.  21*2',  the  wife  is  a  pro^»er  and  neces- 
sary party  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  hus)»and.  st-eking  the  8[»e«'ific.  per- 
fonnance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  tra»'t  t>f  land,  when  it  ap- 
I)ear.s  that  the  purchase-money  was  paid  with  hinds  l)elonging  to 


676  INDEX. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE— Continued. 

the  wife's  statutory  estate,  though  the  title-bond  was  taken  in  the- 
name  of  the  husband;  and  if  the  evidence  establishes  the  case 
made  by  the  bill,  the  title  should  be  vested  in  the-  wife  by  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  for  a  specific  performance.     /  b.  4^. 

INDICTMENT.     See  Criminal  Law,  13-16. 
INFANTS. 

1.  Contracts  of  infants. — The  modern  decisions,  including  our  own  ad- 

judged cases,  have  settled  these  propositions :  Ist,  that  an  infant 
is  not  liable  on  any  of  his  contracts,  excepting  only  for  necessa- 
ries,— the  just  value  of  which  may  be  recovered,  but  not  the  price 
agreed  to  paid ;  2d,  that  the  appointment  of  an  attorney  is  the  onlv 
act  which  an  infant  is  legally  incapacitated  to  perform  ;  3d,  that  all 
other  contracts  of  an  infant,  whether  executed  or  executory,  are 
only  voidable,  and  may  be  either  ratified  or  avoided  at  his  election. 
Flexner  &  Lichten  v.  Diolcenon,  318. 

2.  Same. — The  plea  of  infancy  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  on  a  writ- 

ten obligation  given  for  the  rent  of  land,  when  the  action  is  com- 
menced before  the  infant  has  attained  his  majority,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  term.     Ih.  S18. 

3.  Same. — Such  contract,  being  executory,  can  only  be  ratified  by  "an 

express  confirmation,  or  new  promise,  voluntarily  and  deliberately 
made  by  the  infant  upon  his  coming  of  age,  ancl  with  the  knowl- 
edge that  he  is  not  legally  liable."  The  fact  that  he  retained  and 
sold  the  crops  raised  by  him  is  not  a  ratification  or  affirmation  of 
the  contract.     Ih.  S18. 

4.  Contracts  of  infants;  disaffirmance  of. — The  avoid  a  deed,  or  other 

executed  agreement,  entered  into  during  his  minority,  an  infant  is 
not  required  to  do  any  act  during  the  continuance  of  his  minority  ; 
any  voidable  executed  contract  may  be  disaffirmed  by  him,  if  it 
relates  to  personal  property,  either  before  or  after  reaching  his 
.majority ;  but  he  can  not  conclusively  avoid  a  deed  or  sale  of  lands 
until  after  he  has  attained  his  majority.     McCarthy  v.  Nicrosi,  332. 

5.  Same. — Such  voidable  contract  may  be  affirmed,  by  unequivocally 

recognizing  its  continued  existence  and  binding  force ;  and  it  may 
be  disowned  by  some  distinct  and  positive  act,  leaving  no  r(X>m  for 
doubt  as  to  the  intention — such  as  notice,  suit,  entry,  plea,  or  other 
act  of  unmistakable  intention.  In  case  of  an  executed  conveyance 
of  real  estate,  or  any  interest  therein,  mere  acquiescence  will  not 
operate  as  a  ratification,  unless  continued  until  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations has  effected  a  bar ;  a  fortiori,  yihQVi  he  has  in  the  mean- 
time parted  with  the  title.     Ih.  33£. 

6.  Same. — If  an  infant  creates  by  writing  a  private  easement  in  his 

land,  and  afterwards  conveys  the  land  by  absolute  deed  to  another, 
and  ratifies  the  deed  after  attaining  his  majority,  his  subsequent 
ratification  of  the  contract  creating  the  easement  is  inoperative  as 
against  the  grantee  in  the  deed.     Ih.  332. 

INJUNCTION.     See  Chancery,  25,  31,  34. 

INN-KEEPERS. 

1.  Liability  at  common  law.— At  common  law,  an  innkeeper  was  bound 
to  receive  and  entertain,  for  a  rea.sonable  reward,  all  persons  who 
applied  to  him,  not  being  of  disorderly  conduct,  and  having  the 
means  of  payment ;  the  principles  regulating  his  rights,  duties,  and 
liabilities  towards  his  guests,  being  founded  on  considerations  of 
public  policy,  and  intended  for  the  security  of  travellers  and  stran- 
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jiern,  who  were  ne<'eK8arily  compelled  to  intrust  their  property  to 
him.     Brnh  v.  Poteij,  .t!?."^'. 

2.  Statiitortj  rfi/ulotions  an  In. — Bv  statutory  provi8if)n8  forming  a  part 
of  thegenernl  revenue  law  (C'otle,  <)i)  522-25),  the  keepers  of  inns 
and  hotels  are  re<|uire<l  to  take  out  an  annual  lii-ense,  and  their 
liabilities  towards  their  guests  are  declared  to  Ik*.  "  in  the  absence 
of  a  special  contract  regulating  the  same,  such  as  are  fixed  by  the 
laws  of  the  land  ;"  while  the  keep<*r  of  a  "  house  or  place  for  the 
entertainment  of  travellers.  Imlgers,  transient  f>er«ons  or  guests, 
in  any  town,  city  or  village,"  fron»  whom  n<j  license  is  reouired, 
but  on  whom  an  income  tax  is  imposed,  is  allowe4l  a  large  lilx'rty 
in  the  selection  of  his  guests,  and  is  required  to  make  a  si»ecial 
contra<'t  with  them,  evidenced  bv  a  memorandum  printeil  (»r  writ- 
ten,   lb.  sua. 

t{.  Same. — If  the  keeper  of  such  unlicensed  ho;i»e  of  entertainment 
fails  to  make  a  special  contract  with  his  guest,  as  re<iuired  by  the 
statute,  he  can  not  rtn-over  com{>eiisation  for  lK»ard  and  lodging 
hirnished,  and  assumes  the  common-law  liability  of  an  innkeeper 
for  the  loss  of  gof»ds  l>elonging  to  his  guest ;  and  when  suetl  l)y  a 
guest  for  the  loss  of  goods,  he  can  not  t»e  heard  to  say  that  he  was 
not  a  licensed  iimkeei»er.     /  h.  fiHii. 

4.  Some;  keeping  (feitoxilonj  for  inluahifn,  (nul  fnmliitg  nitlice  fhereuf. 

The  keeix'r  of  an  inn  f»r  public  hotel  in  a  city  may  relieve  himself 
from  liability  for  the  loss  of  money,  jewelrA",  &.v.,  by  providing  a 
safe  depositor}'  for  such  articles,  and  giving  notice  theret»f  to  nis 
^e.sts  (Co<le,  §^  1549-51);  but  the  posting  of  notice  on  a  single 
door  in  the  house,  no  matter  how  public  it  may  be,  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  the  statute,  and  does  not  ju.stifv"  the  inference 
of  noticx»  to  any  particular  guest.  This  provision  Is  cronfined  to 
cities,  aud  has  no  api>lication  to  houses  in  a  town  f>r  village,  or  in 
the  country.     /f>.:i:?:i. 

5.  Same;  irho  in  guest. — A  traveller,  or  transient  visitor,  engaged  on 

temporary  business,  does  not  lose  the  «*haracter  of  a  guest  in  a 
hotel,  merely  In-cause  he  makes  a  sptK'ial  contract  for  board  and 
lotiging  at  less  than  the  usual  charges,     fb.  .f^. 

INSOLVENT  ESTATES. 

1.  Hemornl  of  npUlfintitt  info  e<iaity. — When  a  de(;edent's  estate  has 

been  declared  ins«^)lvent,  it  requires  a  ver>' clear  and  strong  case  to 
justify  the  rtMiioval  of  the  settlement  into  a  court  of  equity.  Shack- 
elford V.  Batikhead,  7(76. 

2.  Same. — The  omission  from  the  inventory  of  property  which  ouglit 

to  have  been  im-luded,  the  waste  or  conversion  of  as-sets,  and  the 
failure  to  make  a  settlement,  Ix'ing  matters  which  are  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  I'robate  (.'ourt.  and  as  to  which  its  powers  are 
fully  adequate  to  grant  relief,  furnish  im)  ground  for  a  rest>rt  to  a 
court  of  equity  by  a  creditor.     J  b.  476. 

3.  Proof  of  iiixolveurg. — When  notes  and  other  presumptive  evidences 

of  debt  are  dulv  filed  against  a  decedent's  estate,  cxcee<ling  in 
amount  the  available  assets,  the  estate  is,  jin'ma  fa/:ie,  insolvent ; 
and  proof  of  these  facts  sufficiently  estabbshes  the  insolvency  of 
the  estate,  when  the  question  arises  collaterally,  although  .some  of 
the  claims  may  he  litigate<l.     IJfe  .4 «**//■  *V///on  r.  yerille,  .5/7. 

INSURANCE.     See  Assicnment,  4. 

JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES. 

1.  Judgment  again itt  garninhfe ;  recital  of  judgment  againnl  defendant. 
A  garnishment  un  a  judgment  being  consequential  and  auxiliary 
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oulv,  the  liual  judgment  iigainst  the  gariiLshee  must  recite  the  tact 
and  amount  of  the  judgment  against  the  original  defendant.  Whor- 
ley  V.  M.  6c  ('.  Roilrvad  Co.,  fW. 

2.  Amendyuent  of  jiulgmcnt  nnnv  pro  tunc — At  common  law,  a  judg- 
ment (tould  not  be  um<'nded  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at 
whicli  it  was  nmdored  ;  ami  while  the  statutory  pro\-irjion8  au- 
thorizing the  correction  of  errors  or  uiistakeft  after  the  expiration 
of  tlie  term,  on  record  or  '////w/'-record  evidence  (Code,  §  3154), 
have  been  liberally  construed,  they  are  confined  to  clerical  errors 
or  mistakes,  leaving  judicial  errors  to  be  corrected  bv  appeal. 
lb.  20. 

S.  Sanu ;  mhat  av  rlenral  ermrx. — In  the  entry  of  a  final  judgTuent 
.  against  a  garnishee,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  recite  the  fai't  and 
amount  of  the  original  judgment  against  the  defendant;  and  his 
failure  to  ilo  .so  is  a  cl(;rical  error,  whicli  may  be  corrected  nam-  pra 
tunc  at  a  subse.iuent  term.     I  f>.  .iO. 

4.  Conclu«i>'en.es>i  of  dfcree. — In  a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  de<*ree  ren- 

dered in  favor  of  a  guardian  for  the  use  of  his  ward,  by  summary 
•  execution  against  the  .sur<^ties  on  the  defendant's  bond  as  adminis- 
trator, the  recitals  of  the  decree  are  conclu.sive  as  tf>  the  fact  of  the 
guardian's  appointment  and  its  regularity,  and  they  can  not  be  im- 
peached or  questioned.     Martiri  v.  Tnlly,  3S. 

5.  Revivor  of  der.re*',  and  ronclumvenfXK  of  revivfd  decree. — A  void  de- 

cree can  not  be  revived ;  consequently,  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce 
satisfaction  of  a  decree  which  has  b(H>n  revived,  the  validity  of  the 
original  de(;ree  can  not  be  assailed.     I  h.  Sit. 

6.  Same;  decree,  against  adminhtratar,  ronclugire  against  hw  isirreties. 

A  decree  rendered  against  an  administrator,  on  final  settlement  of 
his  accounts,  is  e<iually  conohisive  on  bis  sureties,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud  or  colhision.as  to  the  matters  of  account,  but  not  as  to  the 
fart  urn  of  the  bond,  or  other  defenses  personal  to  the  Sureties ;  and 
when  such  de«Tee  is  revived  against  the  administrator,  the  revivor 
is  equally  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  exi-ept  as  to  tsuch  personal 
defenses,  altliough  they  were  not  parties  to  such  revivor,  jmd  had 
"no  right  to  appear  an<l  defend  against  it.  •  /  h.  J*."). 

7.  Canctv.-iivenes.'i  of  decrei'  in  rhaarery. — When  the  <:omplaiuant  volun- 

tarily dismisses  his  bill,  the  decree  dismissing  it  '' is  very  like  a 
vohmtarj  nonsuit  at  law,  which  <loes  not  bar  a  second  suit ; '"  Imt 
where  the  decree  recites  that  the  cause  "  again  came  on  to  be 
heani,  on  the  papers  fonuerly  read,  and  the  answer  of  tlie  defend- 
ant, with  the  exhibits  tiled  with  said  answer,  and  with  general 
replication  to  said  answer,  and  upon  the  report  of  \he  master  com- 
missioner, made  in  ])ursujmce  of  the  de<'retal  order  of  the  last 
term,  an<l  was  argue<l  by  counsel ;  "  and  tlien  pnx^eeds,  "  on  con- 
sideration whereof,  and  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  the  (rourt  doth 
adjudge,  order  and  decree,  that  the  bill  of  plaintifi"  be  dismissed, 
and  that  he  pay  to  the  defendant  his  <'ost«  in  this  behalf  expended, 
but  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  barred  or  prechnled  by  this  decree 
from  asserting  oi-  recovering,  in  any  pro])er  suit,  any  l>ahmce 
which  may  lx»  fomul  due  him  1)y  the  plaintiff,  as  set  out  and  as- 
sert^Hl  in  tlie  answer  «>f  said  defendant,  growing  out  of  the  account 
asked  for  in  >!ai<l  bill ;  "  this,  //  !<eenii<,  is  not  a  vohmtary  dismissal 
by  plaintitr,  Imt  rather  only  shows  that  he  moved  ft)r  a  d<><"ree  in 
tlHM-ause.     Moon'i<  .idm'r  r.  ('roirder,  79. 

8.  Same. — When  a  bill  in  equity  is  dismissed  for  wiint   of  jurisdiction, 

or  because  the  c<juq)laiuant  has  a  plain  and  adequatt-  remedv  at 
law,  or  because  of  any  nn^ro  defect  in  the  pleadings,  or.  generaflly, 
on  any  other  ground  not  involving  the  merits,  such  dismissal  is 
usually  stated  to  l)e  "without  prejudice,"  and  is  not  held  to  be  a 
final  and  conclusive  adjudication  of  the  matters  in  litigation ;  but, 
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whi'ii  a  bill  istiisjuistM'd  on  tlu*  iiieriUt,  the  ilecree  it*  linal  ami  tx>n- 
dusive,  like  a  judKiiu'iit  at  law,  not  only  as  to  all  facts  or  iasues  ac- 
tually <i«fi(le<l,  hnt  as  to  all  ixjintH  ne<'0S8Jirily  involved  in  the  mat- 
ter adjuilioated.  S7r<«i/^  c  moihj,  4'>0. 
9.  Saiiw. — When  a  l)ill  a>>*iiilsthe  vaU<lit}'of  a  inortgavre  on  the  ground 
that  tlu'  eont^ideration  was  an  illegal  agret-nient  to  supresrt  a  crimi- 
nal proHiHiition,  a  decree  disniihsinjlf  it  on  the  merit;*,  l)eeau«j  the 
pnM)t  failed  to  riiiHt^iin  the  allegationn,  is  (•on«-!u8ive  a^'  t«»  that  i»riue ; 
and  it  can  not  Ik*  again  litigated  in  an  a«'tion  at  law  fonnd<>d  on  the 
mortgage.     /  h.  i'iO. 

10.  Rex  najii<l'i<'<it<i,  nt  Imr  auH  in  enullij. — In  the  application  of  the 

orinciple  of  r<'s  ivljndifoUi .  there  ib  no  differenot?  l>etw«»en  courts  of 
taw  and  ctjurts  of  eqnity  ;  when  an  issue  of  fact,  or  of  law ,  has  been 
a<ljudicated  on  the  merits  in  either  tribunal,  it  can  not  be  again 
litigated  in  the  «jther.     //(.  i*)0. 

11.  Kntni  vj  iinhjiniui  Of  dfci-ei:  hff  Vrntuile  Court;  irhfn  pr»//wr/y  inadr 

atiit thitfd. — A  <locree  of  the  Probate  Court,  rendered  on  the  final 
settlement  of  an  estate,  ussually  embraces  the  findings  of  the  court 
on  l»oth  law  and  fact,  imd,  like  a  de<'re<''  in  chancery,  can  not  be 
knowii  until  it  is  officially  annonnceil  by  tiie  judge  ;  and  it  should 
l>ear  date  and  take  eJlK't  as  of  tlu-  time  of  sai<i  official  announce- 
ment. But,  when  the  probate  of  a  will  is  contested,  and  an  issue 
of  dHvhorSl  ivf  nou  is  snbmitt<Hl  to  a  jury,  who  find  in  favor  <jf  the 
will,  tlie  juilgment  necessarily  follows  tlie  verdict,  as  in  an  action 
at  law  :  ami  the  verdict  being  rendered  on  Saturday  morning,  while 
the  court  is  in  session,  the  judgment  is  proiK«rly  ent<'re<l  and  dated 
as  of  that  day,  although  the  entry  was  not  actually  made  until  ten 
o'clock  at  night,  afU^r  the  exjaration  of  office  hours.  Lanier  r. 
Rifhonhon,  /.t^. 

12.  <.'oin'liiiiitriu'»>t    of   ji(d^i)ieiU    or    tU-rn-t;. — .\   judgnaent    and   decree 

rendere<l  in  an  administration  suit  in  Virginia,  whenithe  de«'eased 
debt<jr  <lie<l,  however  con<-lusive  against  the  wi<low,  heirs  and  de- 
vise<»s,  who  wore  parties  to  the  suit,  as  to  the  validity  ami  justness 
of  the  <-laims  of  creditors  whi<'h  were  presented  and  allowed,  can 
not  prevent  the  operation  of  the  Alabama  statute  of  non-claim, 
when  pleaded  by  th«'m  an<l  tlie  personal  representative  appointed 
her«',  ill  bar  of  a  suit  here  instituted  to  enforce  satisfaction  of  the 
claims  out  of  lands  in  Alabama.     JotieM  r.  Drtn-rij,  .HI. 

13.  ConrhinirrofttD  of  jiulgriuuit  an   Ixir  to  anothir  sail. — The  rule  of  rej» 

udj-ndi'tUii.  or  former  recovery,  is  cxjntine<i  to  those  <-ases  in  which 
the  parties  are  the  same,  the  subje«-t-matter  the  same,  the  identi- 
cal point  directly  in  issue  in  each,  and  the  jmigment  in  the  first 
suit  remleredon  that  point  ;and  it  is  es.sential,  also,  that  the  former 
judgment  was  rendered  on  the  merits  of  the  case.  Mi-(\dl  r. 
Jours,  .ItiS. 

H.  iSf»<;w;  irlial  I*  drriniim  oh  iiiaril.*;  iiiiitjoiiidrr  iiud  iioojoiudrr. — It  is 
114 it  always  estsy  todtttermine  what  i.ssues  may  \m',  considered  as  in- 
volving the  merit,s  of  the  case;  but  it  seems  to  Ih' generally  con- 
ceded, that  when  the  suit  is  defeated  on  the  single  ground  of  a  mis- 
join<ler  of  parties  plaintiH",  the  judgment  is  not  a  dec.ision  on  the 
merits,  ami  i.s  not  a  bar  to  another  suit.     Ih.  -iiUi. 

15.  Soinr. — .\n  action  by  husband  and  wife  as  joint  plaintiffs,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  «-onversion  of  property  Itelonging  to  the  wife's 
(.s^uitable  estate,  which  ha<l  U'en  redu«-ed  to  possession,  having 
Ix'en  <lefeated  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties 
plaintiH',  the  judgment  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  tlie 
husband  aloiii",  suing  as  trust^H* ;  though,  it  .irrnn<,  if  the  first  a<'tion 
ha<l  pnK'<'eded  to  judgment  on  the  merits,  the  <|uestion  of  niis- 
joiiKler  not  Is-ing  raised,  the  judgment  would  be  a  bar  to  the 
second  action.     I  h.  .f^W. 
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16.  Decree  for  costs. — While  clerical  errors  may  be  corre(^ted  at  a  Bub- 

sequent  term,  the  sentence  and  judgment  fif  the  court — that  which 
has  been  deliberately  ordered  and  adjudged  in  the  final  decree — 
can  not  be  changed  or  modified  at  a  subsequent  term;  and  this 
is  as  true  of  that  part  of  the  decree  which  adjudges  the  costs, 
as  of  any  other  part.     E.r  parte  Robinson,  389. 

17.  Hummarij   jadgmtmt;    reTitah   of  record;    wairer    of    irregularities. 

Wlien  a  party  resorts  to  a  statutor}-  and  summary  remedy,  in 
derogation  of  common-law  principles  and  procedure,  the  record 
must  afflrmatively  show  every  fact  necessarj-  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  statute,  and  a  strict  conformity  to  its  requirements  in 
the  mode  of  procedure;  but,  if  the  defendants  appear,  and,  with- 
out objection  to  the  mode  or  form,  of  pifoceeding,  submit  the  issues 
to  the  decision  of  the  court  and  jiu'y,  irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
higs  are  thereby  waived;  and  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-niatler,  and  of  the  parties  by.  their  appearance,  such 
irregularities  are  not  available  on  error.     Ratliff  v.  AU^ood,  119. 

JURORS  AND  JURY. 

1.  Struck  jury  in  civil  cause;  rhullenge  for  cause. — When  a  struck  jury 

is  demanded  in  a  civil  cause,  although  the  statute  provides  that, 
from  the  list  of  jm-ors  in  attendance  upon  the  court,  furnished  by 
the  sherilf,  "  a  jury  must  be  obtained  by  the  parties  striking  alter- 
nately one  from  the  list  until  twelve  are  stricken  ofT,"  and  that 
"tliejury  thus  obtained  must  not  be  challengi'd  for  any  cause" 
(Code,  §  ;>018) ;  yet  either  party  may  cJiallenge  a  juror  for  cause, 
on  account  of  bias  or  interest  in  the  particular  case;  and  the  fact 
that  a  juror  served  in  that  capacity  on  a  former  trial  of  the  cause, 
which  resulted  in  a  mistrial,  is  good  gnxmd  of  challenge  for  cause. 
Dothard  r.  Deuson,  -5.^/. 

2.  Waiver  of  trial  by  jury;  aijreement   for,  on  former  tritd. — A  written 

agreement  in  a  ci\il  cau.se,  entered  into  by  the  parties  or  their  at- 
torneys of  nx'ord,  submitting  the  cause  to  the  decision  of  the  court 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury  (Code,  §  .'5029),  being  in  abroga- 
tion of  a  valuable  constitutional  right  and  privilege,  will  not  be 
construed  as  binding  on  another  trial  at  a  subseciuent  term  ;  jiar- 
ticularly  where  a  new  party,  in  the  meantime,  has  been  introduced 
by  amendment.     Marfi)i  v.  KIny,  S54. 

3.  Oatli  of  petit  fury. — A  recital  in  the  judgment-entry,  in  a  criminal 

case,  that  "  the  jurj-  was  sworn  accordmg  to  law  to  try  the  issue 
joined,"  does  not  show  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  statute 
(Code,  §  4765),  but  negatives  the  idea  that  the  proper  oath  was 
administered.     Walker  r.  The  State,  :?18. 

4.  Separation  ofJHrari>,  or  other  uriscondnct. — In  appellate  courts  which 

reverse  judgments  or  orders  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  safer  and 
sounder  nile  seems  to  be,  that  a  new  trial  is  not  granted  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  merely  because  the  jurors  were  not  kept  under  the 
eye  of  an  officer  from  the  t)eginmng  to  the  end  of  the  trial,  but 
that  such  irregularity  makes  out  a  prima  facif  case  for  a  new  trial, 
and  casts  on  the  prosecution  the  onus  of  showing  affirmatively  that 
the  jurors  were  not  tampered  with  ;  and  that  being  affirmatively 
shown,  a  new  trial  should  not  granted.     Butter  r.  The  State,  179. 

5.  Challenge  of  jurors,   in  bastardy  proceedings. — The  statute  does  not 

f)rescnbe  the  number  of  peremptory  challenges,  to  which  the  de- 
endant  shall  be  entitled ;  and  be  can  not  complain  that  he  was 
allowed  only  four  challenges,  as  in  civil  cases,  instead  of  six,  as  in 
criminal  cases.     Dorgan  r.  The  State,  173. 

6.  Competency  of  juror. — A  joror is  not  subject  to  challenge  for  cause, 

merely  because  be  has  formed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or  inno- 
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fence  of  the  ai-fiised,  which  may  Ije  changed  bv  the  evidence;  he 
is  difwjnaUtied,  only  "when  he  has  a  fixe<l  opinion  whicli  would 
bias  his  verdict."     Beaton  r.  The  State,  191. 

7.  Same;  trho  ix  houffholifer. — A  man  who  provides  for  his  family,  and 

lives  with  them  in  a  house  which  beioncs  to  his  wife's  statutory 
estate,  of  whi«"h  he  has  cf»ntrol  as  husbancT  and  trustee,  is  a  house- 
holder (Code,  <)  4735),  and  competent  to  serve  as  a  juror.  Sylret- 
Ur  i:  The  State,  201. 

8.  Siterlol  ifnirr  hi  rapitnl  ntHe;    what  if   reiinnbh. — Tlie  numlK'r  of 

jurors  to  Ik-  suininontMl  in  a  capitnl  rase  i.s  matter  of  diM-retion 
witli  the  c(mrt.  provided  the  number  summoned,  including  the  reg- 
ular jurors  for  the  week  or  term,  is  not  less  than  fifty,  nor  more 
than  one  hundred  (Code,  i)  4874) ;  and  the  exeriMse  of  this  disi-re- 
tion  is  not  revisable  on  error,  lluhhnrd  r.The  Stale,  164. 
\).  (Jbjertlon  to  r/'nhr,  oii  firroitnt  of  mistake*  iu  namex  of  juron*. — Mis- 
takes in  the  names  of  jiersons  summoned  as  jurors  in  a  capital 
case,  or  di.<crei»ancie8  in  their  names  l>etween  the  venire  and  the 
copy  served  on  the  defendant,  are  not  good  ground  for  (|uashing 
the  rrnirf.  lb.  164. 
10.  <Ji'ijanizatioit  of  grand  jury:  vohmfuri/  appt-aran"r  of  juror  drarvn 
but  not  summoned;  summons  of  person  not  drawn. — A  perstm  who 
was  regularly  drawn  and  selected  as  a  grand  juror,  but  was  not 
summoned,  nnv:  voluntarily  appear,  and  thereby  subject  himself 
to  the  control  of  the  court  as  if  he  had  l>een  summone<l ;  and  if  a 
person  is  sximnioned  who  was  not  drawn  and  .^'elected,  and  who 
does  not  appear,  such  summons  does  not  work  anv  irregularity  in 
the  organization  of  the  grand  jury.     Sylreilfr  r.  T%e  Stale,  ^01. 

JUSTICE  OF  THK  l»EACK. 

1.  Jurisdiction  of  bastardy  proceeding. — In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy 

(Code,  ^  4071-80),  thV  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  the  com- 
plaint is  made,  has  no  more  power  to  render  a  final  judgment  of 
ac(inittal,  than  a  ju<lgn»ent  of  conviction ;  and  if  he  finds  from  the 
evidence  adduce«l  that  there  is  not  probable  cause  to  t>elieve  that 
the  defendant  Is  the  father  of  the  child,  and  therefore  discharges 
him,  such  discharge  can  not  Ix*  pleaded  in  bar  of  another  prosei'U- 
tion.     Nivholstfu  v.  The  Slate,  176. 

2.  Proceedingx  nndrr  warrant  of  arrest. — When  a  person  is  arrested  on 

a  charge  of  vagnmcy,  or  other  offense  of  which  a  justice  of  the 
peace  has  jurisdiction  (Code,  §  4628),  and  brought  Ix'fore  a  justice 
for  trial,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  justice,  unless  the  tlefendant  demands 
a  trial  by  jury,  "  to  determine  both  the  law  and  the  facts,  and 
award  the  punishment  which  the  law  may  demand  "  (^  4697' ;  but, 
if  the  defendant  demands  a  trial  by  jury,  the  justice  has  no  juris- 
diction to  try  him,  but  is  requirini  to  liind  him  over  to  appear  at 
the  next  term  f»f  the  Circuit  'or  City;  Court,  to  an.swer  the  <-harge 
(^  469.'>).  and,  on  his  failure  to  give  bond  as  required,  to  commit 
him  to  the  i-ountv  jail  until  the  next  term  of  said  court.  Kj-  parte 
Dunklin,  S4I. 

3.  Interrogating  aecused  on  preliminary  examination. — The  practice  of 

examminu:  <»r  interrogating  an  accused  person,  by  the  magistrate, 
pending  the  ])reltminary  investigation,  i>*  unwarranted  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  the -common  law,  is  not  authorize^!  by  any  existing  statute, 
and  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  constitutional  provision  which 
declares  that  lio  person  shall  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against 
himself;  and  statements  or  confessions  made  by  the  accused,  in 
response  to  (jnestions  thus  propounde<l  by  the  magistrate,  are 
not  comjK?tent  evidence  against  him.     Kcfly  r.  The  State,  S44. 
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1.  Landlord' s  relation  to  sah-lcaant. — At  ("omtuou  law,  there  was  no 

privity  of  (^state  or  ("ontract  V^etweeu  the  landlord  and  the  under- 
tenant of  his  lessee,  nor  could  he  maintain  any  action  against  such 
under-t(>nant  for  the  recoverv  of  rent.  Rohinnon  v.  hehnuxn,  Durr 
&Co.,-'fO]. 

2.  fjandlord's  Hatntory^  lien  and.  remedifm  against  crop. — By  statutory 

provisions  (Rev.  Code.  §§  21)61-63),  since  modified  in  the  interest 
of  sul)-tenants  (Code,  6  3476),  a  lieu  was  iriven  to  the  landlord,  for 
the  rent  (.>f  the  current  year,  on  th«i  entire  crops  raised  on  the 
rented  premises,  whether  raised  by  the  t<;nant  or  by  a  sub-tenant ; 
but  this  lien  was  given  to  the  landlord  for  his  own  protection,  and 
he  can  not  be  compelled  to  so  exercise  his  stiitutory  rijjht  as  to 
protect  or  bem^tit  another  j)er8on  who  may  have  a  lien  on  the  crop 
of  the  under-tenant.     Tb.  401. 

3.  Same;  di^chnnje  of  levy  on  erop  of  nuder-teaant. — The  landlord  hav- 

ing sue<i  out  an  attach mimt  to  enforce  his  statutory  lien  on  the 
cropSj  an(l  having  aCterwards  released  the  levy  on  the  crops  of  un- 
der-tenants who  had  paid  their  rent  to  their  immediate  landlord, 
he  d<jes  not  thereby  forfeit  or  impair  his  right  to  subject  other  por- 
tions of  the  cro]).  or  to  jwoceed  against  a  third  person  who,  having 
knowledge  or  notice'  of  his  lien,  has  received  an<:]  sold  a  portion  of 
the  crop ;  and  having  brought  an  action  on  tlu'  case  against  a  mer- 
chant who,  having  made  advances  to  the  under-tenants,  had  re- 
ceived and  sold  some  of  the  crops  raised  liy  them,  the  hitter  has 
no  right  t(j  insist  that  the  demand  sliall  be  (^ecUted  witli  tlie  value 
of  the  crops  so  released  from  the  lew  of  the  plaintiff's  attachment 
for  rent.     lb.  40/.  '  ■ 

4.  Apport'ion.ment  of  rent  and  utalntory  lien. — Under  a.u  entii'e  c<mtract 

for  the  rent  of  a  plairtation  and  a  ferry  appurtenant  to  it^  at  an  ag- 
gregate price,  the  rent  and  statutorv  lien  can  not  be  apjiortioned. 
lb.  401.  "  . 

5.  Lease  comtrued;  stijudation  for  continued  po^mession  of  land^  clenred 

and  cultivated. — A  stipulation  in  a  written  lease  ior  the  term  of 
tliree  yearSj  that  tlie  lessee  shall  have  the  right  to  < occupy  for  three 
years  such  portions  of  the  lands  as  ho  may-  clear  and  reduce  to 
cultivation  each  year  of  the  term,  run.s  with  the  land,  and  is  bind- 
ing on  a  purchaser,  or  assignee  of  the  reversion ;  and  when  sued 
by  the  purchaser  or  as.signee,  on  the  expiration  of  his  original  term, 
the  lessee  may  show  his  right  to  the  continued  occupation  of  the 
portions  of  hmd  cleared  and  cultivated  under  this  stipulation. 
(.'allan  c.  Mc Daniel,  9fj. 

LARCENY.     See  CRr.MiNAi,  Law,  .25-30. 

J.IEN. 

L  Of  attorney. — The  Hen  ol  an  attorney  at  law,  for  his  stipulated  or 
reasonable  fee,  L<  limited  to  the  judgment  recovered  in  the  particu- 
lar casi;  in  which  his  services  were  rendered  ;  and  it  does  not  ex- 
tend to  lands,  or  other  like  f»ropei"ty  of  the  client,  which  is  the 
subject-matter  of  litigation.     MrWillianis  c.  Jenkins.  4SO. 

2.  Of  e.tecution;  lion:  affected  hy  delay  or  gnspennion. — ^^Vs  {igainst  the 

defendant  in  execution,  iii-s  heirs,  or  personal  representatives,  the 
lien  of  an  execution  is  not  lost  or  8U8peh<ied  by  the  j)laintifr's  di- 
rei'tion  to  the  sherifl'  to  hold  it  up,  since  they  can  not  be  thereby 
])rejudiced.     Keel  r.  Larkin,  .^.'>.?. 

3.  Equitable  iie)i  on  couimon.  fund,  created  by  agreement. — Commission- 

ers being  appointed  by  the  governor,  under  authority  conferroil  by 
a  special  statute,  to  locate  and  procure  patents  for  the  State  to 
swamp  and  overflowerl  lands  donated  by  a*^t  of  Congress,  their 
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OJiupenSiition  i>etiig  twt'iity  per  cent,  ol  iUf  aiiiuuui  n*ali/^l  by 
the  State  on  the  8ubHe«iuent  sale  of  the  landH,  and  tlieir  exptrunes 
to  Ix?  paid  by  themwelveH;  an  ajoeenient  auw^ng  them.  I)y  wliiih 
one  was  to  a^Jvance  moneys  deemed  ne«t!SHary  in  tlie  exwntion  of 
the  «'omuu»n  busineKK,  to  be  reimbur8e<l  out  of  the  fund  provided 
as  compen8ation  when  colhH^ted,  creat^'s  a  ('harne  or  lien  on  the 
fund,  for  the  amount  h<j  advam-ed,  in  the  nature  of  an  e<|uilHble 
mortgage;  wliich  lien  or  rharjre  in  not  capable  <>f  enforrement  at 
law,  and  in  j)eculiarly  within  the  jurifldictioij  of  a  rourt  of  e<iuity. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTK  OF. 

1.  HuUt  of  ftmitrnctioH. — Statutes  of  limitation  are  entu'te*!  in  the  in- 

tereHt  of  repoue,  and  rest  on  the  uresum|ition  that  nieritoriouj* 
olaimrt  will  not  Ixj  allowed  to  slumber  until  human  tetjlimony  id 
lost,  or  human  memory  fails:  and  their  remedial  pn)\ iaions  are 
never  eonstrued  strictly.     Martin  v.  Tally,  :i4- 

2.  Liinitatinri  of  '  action  '  wjatimt  surftif:*  on  adiniiiiMintion  bond. — Un- 

der the  statute  which  prt^.'^crilM's  six  years  as  the  limitation  of  "  ac- 
tions against  tlie  sureties  of  exwutors,  administrat'jrs  or  ^uar<lian.s, 
for  any  mLsfeasiUiee  or  malleasaiu^e  whatever  of  their  urint-ipal, 
the  time  to  l)e  computed  from  the  art  done  or  omitte«(  by  their 
principal  which  Hxes  tlu*  liability  of  the  surety"  (Code,  ^  .'>2*Jt). 
subd.  7) ;  the  word  acZ/M**,  bebig  lilK'rally  coiiKtrued,  iiicludeB  a 
summary  execution  against  the  surety,  ou  the  return  of  '  No  pix>p- 
ertv  found  *  on  an  ex<H'ution  issiiinj  on  a  tlecree  aj-'aiust  his  princi- 
paf;  the  statute  begins  t-o  run  from  the  rendition  of  the  decree 
again.st  tlxe  principal :  and  when  the  di'cn'e  is  revived,  no  execu- 
tion having  issueu  on  it  before  n'vivor,  the  statute  is  available  to 
the  sureties  as  a  defens*;  against  a  sunmiary  execution  <»n  the  re- 
vivetl  di'i-ree,  issue*!  more  than  six  years  after  ihe  rendition  of  the 
original  dwree.     Ih.^4. 

3.  Ijimitatioit   of  arli'iu  for  fotirerxinn,   or   koH   in   r.hniiffry  on  ttnme 

dt'inand. — The  statutorv  limitation  of  an  action  for  the  conversion 
of  crops,  brought  by  llie  perstmal  representative  of  the  de«;ea»ed 
tenant  against  the  siirviving  tenant  in  comiiKtri.  is  si.x  years  (;(.'o«le, 
^  .')226) ;  and  a  bill  in  eijuity  by  tlii^  distributot'S  of  tlie  difedont's 
estat<!,  tiled  nineteen  years  after  the  allege«l  conversion,  can  not  l>e 
maintained,  unless  it  avers  facts  which  negative  the  bar  of  the 
statuie  at  law.     Sitllicati  r.  Lnwh  r.  i4- 

4.  Limit'ttiojt   of  artiou;   datr  and  form  of  Kntnnionn,  and  oiit^iidmeut 

therrof. — 3'TFie  li^lit^ation  of  an  action  against  a  railroad  «"<}mpany, 
to  rtH'ov«*r  damagi*^  for  [tersonai  injuries,  is  one  year  (Code,  ^  ;12.31 ) ; 
and  in  determining  when  the  action  was  commenced,  the  date  or 
form  of  the  sumiuoiis  is  not  c<»nclusiv<'.  it  Inking  auiendalile  in  these" 
particulars  on  projjer  evidence.  Ala.  dr.  So.  liaihray  Co.  r. 
Hairk,   11L\ 

5.  I*lfa  of  !rtaltitf  of  liinitatlonK  of  thrvr  t/t-ant.  —  A  plea  of  the  statute  of 

limitations  of  thrini  vears  ujust  aver  that  the  demand  sue«l  on  is  an 
op«*n  a<'count.  and  tfie  omission  of  this  averm«>nl  makes  the  plea 
denmrrabie ;  but  this  rule  oi  pleading  is  n«>l  applicable  to  a  pro-' 
ceedim;  in  the  Piobate  Court,  where  an  ailmini.strator  files  a  ix'ti- 
tion  asking  an  order  to  sell  lands  for  the  jiaymont  of  debts,  and  the 
«lefens<'  is  set  up  that  the  debts  ;wsertcil  against  tlu*  estate  are 
barred  V>y  tlie  sUitute  of  limitations,  (iayh'.t  .idm'r  r.  Jolin- 
Hton,  J:'t4. 

6.  Liniitatiou  of  khH  for  uh'tlnn^'nt  of  niilsanre. — By  analogy  to  the 

statute  of  limitations  at  law  barring  an  action  for  the  rt!».'overy  of 
lands  (Co«lf ,  ^  •JlHX),,  ten  years  is  a  bar  in  e<pnty  to  a  suit  wGich 
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seeks  to  enjoin  and  abate  an  embankment  on  land  as  a  private 
nuisance  to  the  owner  of  tlie  adjacent  npper  lands.  Ninlnger  v. 
Norwood,  277. 

7.  Statute  oflimitatioiu,  and  lapse  of  time,  os  f>ur  to  relief  against  ?«<>- 

take. — The  statute  of  limitations,  or  lapse  of  time,  will  bar  equi- 
table relief  against  mistake,  as  well  as  against  fraud  ;  the  period  of 
the  bar  being  computtHl  from  the  discovery  of  the  mistake,  or  the 
time  at  whicli,  by  the  exercise  of  i-easonable  diligence,  it  might 
have  been  discovered.     Harold  Brothfrx  d-  Srott  r.  Weairr,  ,V°i. 

8.  Same. — In  this  case,   liie  complainant  having  been  in  the  peaceable 

possession  of  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed,  from  the  execution 
of  the  conveyance  to  him,  in  whicli  the  lands  were  incorrectly 
descril)ed,  to  the  filing  of  his  bill  for  the  correction  of  the  mistake', 
a  period  of  more  than  twenty  years,  and  having  only  recently 
learned  the  mistake,  from  the  assertion  of  a  hostile  title  and  claim 
by  a  sub-purchaser  from  tlie  personal  repn^sentativeof  his  deceased 
vendor, — the  lapse  of  time  was  held  no  bar  to  the  reformation  of 
the  deed.     Jh.37.i. 

9.  Limitation  of  aetioit  for  ntoneij  paid,  as  hrtireen.  te)ianln  in  common. 

The  complainant  being  one  of  the  "  Swamp  Lands  "  commission- 
ers, and  claiming  contri))ntion  out(»f  the  common  fimd  for  moneys 
advanced  by  him  in  aid  of  the  common  enterprise,  whicii  were  "to 
be  refunded  to  liim  out  of  the  compensation  to  be  received  from 
the  State;"  such  claim  did  not  accrue  until  the  money  was  re- 
ceived, and  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  begin  to  run  against 
bim,  in  favor  nf  the  other  commissioners,  until  that  time;  and  the 
bill  showing  that  it  was  lilerl  within  one  year  after  the  receipt  of 
the  money,  the  claim  is  not  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
nor  by  the  stalenessof  the  demand.  Fonrll  r.  Jones,  39'J. 
10.  Pleading  statute,  as  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  in  action  for 
money  had  and  received. — In  an  action  by  mortgagor  against  mort- 
gagee, to  recover  the  surplus  proi-eeds  of  sale  after  satisfaction  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  a  material  issue  being  as  to  the  correct  balance 
due  on  the  mortgage  debt,  and  the  amoimt  of  credits  to  which  the 
mortgagor  is  entitled;  proof  of  items  for  goods  or  chattels  de- 
livered a*  partial  payments  can  not  be  rejected,  because  an  action 
to  recov^cr  tlieir  \  alue  would  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations, 
when  the  statute  is  not  pleaded.     Haijes  r.  Woods,  !)'3. 

LIS  PENDENS. 

L  Purchase  pendente  lite. — A  purchaser  of  land  from  a  party  to  a  pend- 
ing suit,  in  which  the  title  or  an  interest  therein  is  involved,  is 
concluded  by  the  decree  afterwards  rendered,  to  the  same  extent 
that  his  vendor  is  concluded.     Moon's  Adm'r  r.  (^rowder,  79. 

MANDAML'S. 

1.  When  writ  lies. — According  to  the  settled  practice  of  this  ccmrt,  an 
appeal  lies  from  an  order  refusing  to  grant  a  statutory  rehearing 
after  final  judgment  at  law  (Code,  6§  ;>1 60-68),  because  such  re- 
fusal is  a  final  judgment ;  but,  if  a  rehearing  is  improperly  granted, 
the  remedy  for  the  <torrect  of  the  error,  before  final  judgment  in  the 
case,  is  by  tnandamus.     O'Neal  r.  Kelly,  559. 

MARSHALLING  ASSETS.     See  Chanckkv,  29,  30. 
MORTGAGE. 

1.  When  absolute  deed  irill  be  declared  mortgage. — In  a  court  of  equity, 
a  conveyance  of  lands,  absolute  and  imconditional  on  its  face,  wdl 
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be  declared  and  eRtabliahed  an  a  mortgage,  on  clear  and  certain 
proof  that  the  uarties  intended  itrihouhftitand  simply  as  a  tie4:urity 
tor  a  debt;  anq  this  fai-t  may  l>e  proved  by  parol  evidence,  or  may 
be  shown  by  a  separate  writing.     Tunwr  r.  WUkiimoit,  S61. 

2.  Whether  tratmnctitm  im  inorttjage,  <ir  condillnnal  itale. — When  the  con- 

veyance is  abs<^>lute  on  its  face,  and  the  contrtjverny  is  whether  it 
was  intended  as  a  mortgage  or  an  unconditional  sale,  the  party  as- 
serting tliat  it  was  intencied  as  a  mortgage  must  sliow,  by  clear 
and  convincing  evidence,  that  it  was  so  understfxxi  and  intended 
by  the  ]>arties  at  the  time  of  the  original  transaction ;  but,  when 
it  is  admittetl  that  the  transactiim  is  not,  as  the  conveyance  on  it» 
fai;e  im|X)rts,  an  absolute  and  uuf-onditional  sale,  and  ft  is  doubtful 
whether  it  was  intended  as  a  mortgage  or  as  a  (*onditional  sale,  the 
court  is  incHne<i  to  consider  and  treat.it  as  a  mortgage.     lb.  Mil. 

3.  Same. — The  court  .states  the  tests  oi  controlling  imp<jrtance  in  sucli 

caaes,  as  laid  down  in  former  deciaious,  and  de<Uares  the  transac- 
tion in  this  case,  when  subjected  to  these  tests,  to  have  been  in- 
tende<J  as  a  mortgage,  and  not  as  a  conditional  sale.     lb.  361. 

4.  E({uiUibl*  nujrtgaije.  created  by  re.cital  in  note, — A  declaration  and  re- 

cital in  a  promis.sory  note,  exetnited  by  a  mortgagor  to  the  mort- 
gagee, that  it  "shall  be  covered  by  the  mortgage,"  or  "shall  be 
8nbjet;t  io  the  mortgage/'  shows  an  intention  to  make  the  mortgage 
a  valid  security  for  the  debt,  and  «Teates  an  equitable  lien  or  mort- 
gage on  the  premises  for  its  payment ;  but,  if  the  note  is  signed  by 
the  husband  only,  the  eiiuital)le  lien  of  the  note  does  not  attach 
to  the  homestead  included  in  the  lands  conveyed.  Butts  v.  Brough- 
toH,  £94. 
6.  Equitabk  eMoppel  agaiti*t  mortgage.^. — Where  a  mortgagee  of  lands 
mdorses  on  the  mortgage  a  receipt  for  the  secured  debt  before  its 
maturity,  and  intrusts  it  to  the  iiossession  of  the  mortgagor,  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  Wtween  them  ;  and  the  mortgagor,  oeing  in 
pos.session  of  the  lands,  sells  and  conveys  them  to  a  third  i>erson, 
to  whom  he  al.so  shows  the  mortgage  and  indorsement  thereon ; 
the  mortgage  can  not  be  established  and  enforce*!  against  such 
purchaser,  after  he  has  paid  the  purchase-money  without  notice 
of  the  agreement ;  and  this  on  the  principle,  that  when  one  of  two 
inno(;ent  pt^rsons  must  suffer  from  tlie  tortious  act  of  a  third,  lie 
umst  suffer  the  consequences  who  gave  the  aggressor  the  means  of 
doing  the  wrrmgful  act.      Turner  r.  F(hin,  5SS. 

6.  Mortgage  of  unplaiUed  crop». — At  commuu  law,  tinplauted  crops,  or 

other  things  not  having  an  existence,  actual  or  potential,  were  not 
the  subject  of  sale,  assignment,  or  mortgage;  but,  in  a  court  of 
equity,  sut.'h  sale,  assignment  or  mortgage  creates  an  equitable 
interest,  which  attaches  to  the  property  when  it  comes  into  exist- 
ence, or  is  acquired,  and  which  the  coiirt  will  enforce  and  protect 
against  all  other  persons  than  honajide  purchasers  without  notice ; 
and  for  the  conversion  or  illegal  disposition  of  the  property,  with 
notice  of  the  lien,  an  action  on  the  ca.se  mav  be  maintained. 
Huritl  it  MrWhorter  v.  Bell  ct  Co.,  .iS6. 

7.  Sale  of  mortgaged  land*  under  e.vecution. — When  mortgaged  lands 

are  sold  under  exei'Ution  a^amst  the  mortgagor  (Code,  §  3209),  the 
purchaser  acquires  the  entire  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  except  his 
statutorv-  right  of  redemption ;  and  if  this  right  is  not  exercised 
within  the  two  years  alloweil  by  law,  and  the  mortgagee  then  ob- 
tains a  conveyance  from  the  purchaser,  the  entire  title,  legal  and 
equitable,  is  unite<l  and  vested  in  him.     Junkimt  r.  Lovelace,  SOS. 

8.  Agreement  by  mortgagee  to  redeem  from  purchaser,   for  mortgagor. 

An  agreement  or  promise  by  the  mortgagee  to  redeem  the  lands 
from  a  purchaser  at  execution  sale,  for  the  benefit  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  to  allow  him  to  redeem  on  repayment  of  the  amount 
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advanced,  with  interest,  and  the  balance  due  on  the  mortgage  debt, 
is  witbin  the  statute  of  frauds  (Code,  4  2121),  and  can  not  be  en- 
forced unless  a  complian(*e  with  the  requisitions  of  the  statute  is 
shown  ;  and  the  re-payment  of  the  money  does  not  take  the  (.-ase 
out  of  the  statute,  unless  possession  was  also  taken  and  held  under 
the  contract,  fh.  HOS. 
0.  When  mortga/jif  may  fnaintirii)  cjfirtitient ;  demand,  or  notice  to  quit. 
After  the  law-day  of  a  mortgage,  dt^fault  having  been  made  in  the 
payment  of  the  secured  debt,  the  mortgagee  umy  maintain  eject- 
ment for  the  property,  without  a  previous  demand,  or  notice  to 
quit  first  given  to  the  mortgagor.     Strany  k.  Moog,  460. 

10.  •  Remed'ieif  of  mortifagee,  Ifgol  and  I'fjnitabfe. — A  mortgagee  may  file  a 

bill  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  although  he  may  also  have 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt,  miite- 
Ix'od  r.  L-(i)ie  it"  Bodley  Co.,  -H). 

11.  Forej'lo.inre ;  parties  to    bin . — The  personal   representAtive   of   the 

deceased  mortgagor  is  a  necessary  and  indispensable  party  to  a 
bill  which  seeks  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  lands,  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  assets  in  his  hands  are  discharged  from  all  liability  for  the 
debt.     Boyle  r.  Wifliams,  .ial. 

12.  Sanw. — When  a  junior  mortgagee  tiles  a  bill,  asking  a  foreclosure  of 

his  mortgage,  an  account  of  botli  of  the  mortgage  del:>ts,  and  a  sale 
of  the  property  free  from  the  inctunbrance  of  both  mortgages,  the 
senior  moi'tgagee  is  a  necessary  and  indispensable  party  ;  and  the 
bill  may  be  tiled  in  the  district  in  which  he  resides.  Ilanvell  v. 
Lehman,  Durr  tt-  Co.,  S4f. 

13.  iSame ;  trh-i:rfi  mortgage  lias  been   asHigaed. — If  the  senior  mortgage 

has  been  assigned,  absolutely  and  unconditionally,  leaving  in  the 
mortgagee  no  interest  in  it  or  the  debt  secured  by  it,  the  assignee 
-would  be  a  necessary  party  to  a  bill  for  foreclosure  fUe<J  by  a  junior 
mortgagee,  and  the  senior  mortgagee  would  be  only  a  proper  party ; 
but,  If  the  assignment  was  conditional ,  and  the  comution  had  not 
been  performed  when  the  bill  was  tiled,  the  assignor  would  be  a 
necessary  party,  ajid  the  bill  might  be  filed  in  t|ie  disf-rict  of  his 
resident;  ancl  being  so  tiled,  the  subsexjuent  perfonnauce  of  the 
(condition,  whereby  the  assigimient  became  absolute,  would  not 
divest  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ,  nor  be  good  groimd  for  dismiss- 
ing the  bill.     fb.  2U- 

14.  Title  of  pnrrlmifcr  ai  sale  tinder  d*'.cree  of  foreclosure. — The  title  of 

the  mortgagor  or  his  heirs  is  not  di  vest*;d  by  a  sale  and  ooiiAeyance 
by  the  register,  pur})ortijig  to  have  been  made  under  a  decree  in  a 
foreclosure  suit,  unless  he  or  they  were  made  defendants  to  the 
bill,  and  a  decree-  oi  sale  w"as  reud^-rei  wldle  they  were  l)efore  the 
(Tjurt ;  and  the  punrhasei"  at  the  register's  sale,  to  naake  out  tiis  title 
as  against  the  jnortgagor  or  his'lieirs,  must  sboAv  those  facts. 
J'unkiris  r.  f,orelaee,  -^O^i. 

15.  Reference  to  regixler  before  rkr.ree  of  sale. — When  the  defendants  to  a 

bill  for  foreclosure  are  all  adult*,  and  dt)  not  suggest  f>r  claim,  in 
the  court  below  ,  ttiat  the  mortgaged  promises  are  susceptible  of 
division,  and  that  a  sale  ol  a  part  only  will  be  sufficient  t^)  satisfj' 
the  mortgage  debt,  the  (!ourt  may  decree  a  sale  without  a  reference 
as  to  these  matt^'rs;  but,  if  some  of  the  defendants  are  infants,  or 
not  »ui  jiiris,  it  is  irregular  and  erroneous  to  render  a  de<nee  of  sale, 
without  a  prior  reference  to  the  register  to  ascertain  and  report 
•whethfir  the  premises  are  susceptible  of  division,  whether  a  sale 
of  part  only  would  not  be  sufficient,  whether  the  interest  of  the 
infants  requires  a  sale  in  parcels,  and  what  parcel  should  be  first 
sold,     hoyle  c.  Willinms,  --tf)!. 

16.  Sale  under  [jover  in  mortgage;  effect  an  foreclosure,  and  ratification 

of  irregnlnr. — A  sale  vmder  a  power  contained  in  a  mortgage,  when 
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valid  and  regular,  i«  the  equivalent  of  a  det-ree  of  forecloHiire  in 
e«iiiity ;  and  the  sameeffert  muHt  \h'  attrilmted  to  an  irrc^nilarsale, 
when  ratified  by  the  |>artieH  in  j«l verse  jntrrewt.  But  a  divree  of 
foret'Iosnre  only  biudR  the  parties  to  the  «iiit,  and  does  not  aflVx-t 
the  riehu«  of  other  wrsonK ;  and  the  ratiticati^tn  of  an  irrejfiilar  or 
unautnorized  Bale,  by  84»nje  of  the  |»artieft  in  advi-rse  interest,  can 
not  \.H-  allowed  to  prejudice  thu  rights  of  the  others.  Sh,au  v. 
Frothimjham,  .WJ'. 
17.  Sole  niidn-  /xnixr,  /«y  foreign  ntlminisirator. — \  foreign  a<luiiniH- 
tratf>r,  who  hasiiot  given  lM>nd  and  had  his  Icttere  rerorded  here 
as  re«iuin'd  by  statute  (('<xle,  §()  2fi.".7— 10),  has  no  authority  to  exe- 
cute a  piwer  of  sale  contained  in  a  niortgsige  given  to  his  inte«- 
tat43,  as  a  domestic  admiruHtrat/>r  may  ■  Jh.  ^  iMWS  :  and  a  sale  by 
hiufi,  under  the  j>ower,  neither  <'uts  of!'  the  right  of  redemutioii, 
nor  aff»H!t«  the  right  of  a  junior  mortgagee  to  In*  let  in  to  reaeem. 

16.  Same:  ratijifJiUon  tty  }triri*  nnd  ilytne^tie  niliniuiMrntor. — Though 
such  sale  is  uoauthorifed  and  irregular;  vet.  if  it  is  ratified 
by  the  heirs,  next  of  kin  and  domestic  administrator,  and  the  pro- 
ceed.s  of  sale  are  properly  apj)lied  by  the  foreign  atlministrator  in 
the  due  course  of  a<lniiniHtration.  the  purcha.«*er  will  tx.*  reganled  as 
an  (Mpiitable  assignee  of  the  mortgage  an«l  securtnl  debt,  and  will 
be  Bubrogutixl  to  the  right-s  of  the  heirs  and  the  tlomestic  adminis- 
trator.    //..  5S'J. 

19.  Mortijagte'K  liabUity  fur  renin  and  pfufits. — A  niortgagee,  entering 

into  poH8ee?sion  before  a  foreclosure,  under  a  sale. which  is  either 
void  or  voidable,  is  accountable  for  the  rents  and  profits  a<'tually 
re<'eivt»d,  and  such  as  he  might  have  re«-«»ived  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence.     If).  580. 

20.  Samf. — A  mortgjjgee  in  jK>sseflsion,  and  in  the  perception  of  rents 

and  profits,  is  held  a«.'Ountable  for  them  as  a  trustee;  and  this 
principle  is  here  a)iplie<l  against  the  grantee  in  an  absolute  con- 
veyancf;,  which  is*  declared  and  establishi*«l  as  a  mortgage  only, 
after  he  ha<l  sold  and  conveyer!  to  a  hinui  jitie  pinchaser  for  valua- 
ble (•onsideration  without  notjc*.      Tm-nere.  WHJchmnn,  .tt^!. 

21.  Same. — When  the  mortgagee  takes  iK>ssessiou  of  the  premises  after 

tlie  law-day  <.>f  the  mortgage,  he  is  liable  as  a  trustee  for  the  rents 
and  profits,  including  not  onlv  the  rents  whi<*h  he  cidlei-ts,  but 
also  such  as  lie  has  failed  to  i-olleiU  through  gi-i>ss  negligence,  will- 
ful default,  or  fraud.     fiiJttts  r.  lirov^Utou.  2U^. 

22.  Savif. — Vnder  tlus  principle,  a**  applied  iji  Ibis  rase,  the  mortgagee 

having  tak»'«n  possession,  and  then  rented  the  premises  to  the 
widow  nnd  a«inlt  heirs  of  the  d<'cea8ed  mortgagor;  on  the  state- 
ment <if  the  ai-count  against  him.  under  a  bill  to  ri^h^m  filwl  bv 
tlie  widow  and  all  the  heirs,  he  was  held  liable  for  the  rent*  as  if 
he  hud  collectef]  them.     / 1.  ili4. 

23.  ('«wry  in  mortgage  tlcht;  irfu>  may  pi'ful. — It  may  \*k'  t»eriously  «pie4<- 

tione«l,  under  the  de<-isions  of  ti)is  court,  whether  a  mortgag**  can 
be  impoache*!  on  tlie  ground  of  Di?urv  in  the  se<"ure<l  debt,  by  any 
other  person  than  the  mortgfigor  himself,  or  his  personal  represent- 
ative;  though  the  cuiTcnt  of  m<«iern  authority  support-s  the  con- 
trar)  view.     /^.  ^u',. 

24.  Bill  to  redeem:  icho  may  file. — A   bill   to  re<leem   under  a  mortgage 

may  l>e  filed  1»y  any  < me  who  owns  the  mortgagor's  e«juity  of  re- 
dernption,  or  any  subsisting  interest  thert>in,  t>y  privity  of  title 
with  him,  Mhetlier  bv  purchase,  inheritance,  or  otherwise;  ami 
under  this  principle,  t\ie  widow  of  the  mortgagor,  who  joined  with 
her  husband  in  the  exe<-ution  of  the  mortgage,  and  who  claims  a 
homestead  in  the  premises,  may  be  joine<l  with  the  heirs  in  a  bill 
to  redeem,     lb.  2f>4. 
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25.  Action  for  money  had  and  received,  by  mortgagor  against  mortgagee; 

lies  when. — When  mortgaged  property  has  been  sold  under  a  power 
in  the  mortgage,  and  the  proceeds  of  sale  have  been  paid  to  the 
mortgagee,  an  action  of  assumpsit  lies  against  him,  in  favor  of  the 
mortgagor,  to  recover  the  surplus  remaining  in  his  hands  after 
paying  the  mortgage  debt  and  reasonable  costs.  Haye^  r. 
Woods,  9£.  , 

26.  Same;  partial  paymentu  to  mortgagee  afUr  assignment. — Partial  pay- 

ments made  to  the  mortgagee,  after  an  assignment  of  the  mort- 
gage, are  nevertheless  valid  credits,  if  he  was  in  fact  authorized  to 
receive  tliem  as  agent  of  the  assignee.     Ih.  92. 

27.  Same;  purchase  hy  mortgagor  at  sale  under  power;  voluntary  paymeni. 

If  the  mortgagor  himself,  acting  through  a  third  person,  be<!ome 
the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under  the  mortgage,  the  payment  of  the 
price  bid  can  not  be  considered  a  payment  voluntarily  made,  since 
the  title  to  the  land  would  not  be  divested  by  full  payment  of  the 
debt  before  the  sale,  and  the  sale  could  only  be  avoided  in  etjuity ; 
but,  where  the  mortgage  is  of  personal  property,  a  different  rule 
might  prevail.     lb.  92. 

28.  Same;  .whether  action  lies  against  mo-rtgagee  or  assignee. — The  action 

lies  against  the  mortgagee,  although  he  has  paid  the  money  over 
to  the  assignee,  when  it  appears  that  he  joined  with  the  assignee 
in  making  the  sale,  collected  the  money  as  agent  for  him,  the  as- 
signee being  a  non-resident,  and  knew  that  the  mortgagor  claimed 
that  the  debt  was  paid.     Tb.  93. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

1.  Contributory  negligence;  standing  on  platform  of  car  while  in  motion. 

A  regulation  forbidding  passengers  to  stand  on  the  platform  of  a 
car  while  the  train  is  in  motion  being  reasonable  and  proper,  a 
passenger  who  is  injured  while  standing  on  the  platform,  in  viola- 
tion of  such  regulation,  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
can  not  maintain  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  such  injuries. 
Ala.  Gr.  So.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hawk,  11£.  . 

2.  Same;  in  action  against  municipal  corporntion.— When  the  evidence 

.shows  that  the  route  selected  by  plamtiff,  at  the  time  he  was  in- 
jured by  a  fall  caused  by  a  "  wash-out"  in  the  side-walk,  was  the 
route  ordinarily  travelled  with  safety  by  all  persons  on  foot  going 
in  that  direction,  that  the  side-walk  at  that  point  was  wide  enough 
for  safe  passage  on  the  inside  of  the  "  wash-out,'"  and  that ^there 
was  no  side-walk  on  the  other  side  of  the  street ;  contributory 
negligence  can  not  be  imputed  to  him,  l)ecause  he  bad  knowledge 
of  the  defect  in  the  side-walk,  and  did  not  select  a  different  route. 
City  Council  of  Montgomery  v.  Wright,  ^11. 

3.  When  negligence  is  <piestion  of  fact,  or  of  law. — When  the  facts  are 

disputed,  or  when  different  conclusions  may  be  drawn  from  the 
undisputed  facts,  negligence  vel  non  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
determination  of  the  jury ;  but,  when  the  facts  are  undisputed,  and 
the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  them  is  clear  and  certain,  it  is  a 
question  of  law.     Jb.  411. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

.1.  Refusal  not  revisable. — By  the  uniform  decisions  of  this  court  since 
its  first  organization,  the  granting  or  refusal  of  a  new  trial  rests  in 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  primary  court,  and  is  not  revisable  on 
error  or  appeal.     Butler  v.  The  State,  179. 

2.  Separation  of  jurors,  or  other  misconduct. — In  af)pellate  courts  which 
revise  judgments  or  orders  refusing  a  new  trial,  the  safer  and 
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sounder  rule  seems  to  l)e,  tfiat  a  new  trial  is  not  ^ante<l  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course,  merely  because  the  jurors  were  not  kept  under  the 
eye  of  an  olficer  from  the  beginning  to  the  en«l  of  the  trial,  but 
tfiat  such  irre>tularity  makes  out  a  itrimn  fwii'  case  for  a  new  trial, 
and  casts  on  the  prose<'ution  the  nuusni  sliowing  affirmatively  that 
the  jtirors  were  not  tamiHjred  with ;  and  tliat  Injing  affirmatively 
shown,  a  new  trial  should  not  l)e  jrrante«l.     Ih./7!f. 

3.  Stilt ulurij  nhcaring  >it   hiir ;    irnnt   <>/  ililigewf    in    ilrfeniUnj  iinit. 

When  an  action  at  law  is  founded  on  a  bond,  or  |)romJs«<jry  note 
under  seal,  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  the  plaintiff 
suing  as  assignee ;  and  the  cause  is  continued,  by  consent,  t*)  await 
the  termination  of  a  suit  in  chancery,  institute<l  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  aside  the  sale  and  conveyance ;  so  soon  as  tlie  defendant  js 
informed  of  the  derision  of  the  clianoery  cause,  setting  asi«le  the 
sale  and  conveyance,  and  thereby  establishing  the  want  or  failure 
f»f  consideration  of  the  notes,  it  is  his  duty  to  prei)are  to  defend 
the  suit  at  law  ;  and  failing  to  show  due  diligence,  he  can  not  obtain 
a  statuUjry  rehearing  after  judgment  by  nil  dlrlt  'C'<xle,  ^  3161 },  on 
the  ground  of  surjjrise,  accident,  or  mistake.     A'.i  parte  kclly,  MJO. 

4.  Same;  lion-  revised . — According  to  the  settled  practice  of  this  court,  an 

api>eal  lies  from  an  order  refusing  to  grant  a  stattitorA-  rehearing 
after  final  judgment  at  law  (Ctnle,  §'J  31(i(H)8),  l>ecause  such  re- 
fusal is  a  final  judgment ;  but,  if  a  rehearing  is  improperly  granted, 
the  remedy  for  the  correction  of  the  error,  before  final  judgment  in 
the  case,  is  by  niamJdmng,  and  an  apiKial  do<»s  not  lie.  '  0',V..'/j/  r. 
Kellii,  559.  • 

NON-CLAIM,     See  Est.vtks  of  Deceuexts,  2. 

NONSUIT.    xSee  Erkob  .\n»  Appeai.,  2. 

NOTARY  PUBLIC. 

\.  Power  tu  issue  attachment. — A  notary  public,  who  is  also  ex  offi'-io  a 
justice  of  the  i)eace,  has  no 
ment  returnable  to  the  Circi 

NUISANCE. 


justice  of  the  i)eace,  ha.s_no  i)ower  or  authoritv  to  issue  an  attach- 
"  f  nit  Court.     Nordlinger  r.  <iord<m,  239. 


1.  Private  unisnure  ;  jurisdiction  oj  vi/ititif  to  abate  ;  verdict  and  judg- 

ment at  lair. — The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  ecpiity  to  enjoin  a  pri- 
vate nuisance,  at  the  suit  of  a  person  thereby  aggrieved,  compel- 
ling its  abatement,  is  well  established;  and  when  the  legal  title  of 
the  party  com]>laining  is  clear  and  undoubteil,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  his  right  Khould  be  first  established  by  a  verdict  and  judgment 
at  law.     .\iiiiiiifi r  v.  A'oncofx/,  ^'77. 

2.  Same ;  adeifuacy  of  legal  remedies. — When  the  injury  complained  of 

is  permanent,  c«jntinuous,  or  ci^mstantlv  recurring,  though  there 
may  Ix'  a  remedy  at  law,  it  is  obviously  inade<iuate ;  and  the  inter- 
ference of  a  court  of  eijuity  is  necessary,  to  prevent  irreparable 
injury  and  a  n)ultiplicity  of  suits.     Ih.  ill. 

.3.  Same:  limilation  of  action  or  suit. — By  analogy  to  the  statute  of 
limitations  at  law  barring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  lands 
(Co«U,  4  2900^  ten  years  is  a  l)ar  in  equity  to  a  suit  which 
seeks  to  enjoin  and  abate  an  embankment  on  land  as  a  private 
nuisance  to  the  owner  of  the  adjacent  upper  lands.     Ih.  ;?77. 

4.   Ohstrurtiiig  tloir  of  uuterit  from  upper  lands  upon  louer. — When  two 

adjacent  tracts  of  land  belong  to  difTert-nt  ix'rsons,  the  upper  or 

dominant  tract  has  a  natural  ejisement  or  servitude  in  the  lower, 

for  the  discharge  of  all  waters  falling  or  a<-cumulating  from  natural 

44 
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causes  on  the  surface;  and  any  interference  with  this  right,  or 
obstrnotiou  of  it,.l)y  the  ornier  o^  the  lower  traet,  t)y  the  erection 
of  an  emhanknienf  on  his  own  land,  \v]iereV)y  the  waters  are 
thrown  1)ack  tipon  the  upper  tract,  or  their  natural  flowoV)structed, 
is  a  private  nuisance  w'nioh  a  court'bf  equity  will  enjoin  and  abate. 
77).  ;?77. 
5.  ('>h.ttrnctirni  of  narUjahle  rhe)\ — The  ohstniclioli  of  the  navigation  of 
a  })uljlic,  navigable  river,  is  a  public  nuisance,  which  a  court  of 
equity  will  enjoin  and  resti-aln  at  the  instance  of  a  citizen  who  is 
suffering,  or  will  sutler  irreparal>le  injury.      Wntker  r.  Alh'n,  4-'>0. 

oyerrxtlp:!)  cases. 

1.  (^rav'fonl  v.  Kirksfiv,  hO  Ala.  590,  declared  overruled  in  MofXf  v.  Tal- 

coU',210. 

2.  Mavnard  r.  The  State,  46  Ala.  85,  overrule<i  bv  White  v.  The  State, 

195. 
.3.  Stimpsun  v.  Malone  <i-  Foote,  60  Ala.  .3^8,  overruled  i)v  Ward  r.  Cor- 
bett,  4S8. 

PARTITrON. 

1.  In  equHy. — To  sustain  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  partition  of  lands,  the 

complainant  nuist  allege,  and  prove  if  denied,  an  iindivided  inter- 
est in  the  lands,  jointly  or  in  common  with  the  defendant ;  and  it 
is  not  sutiicient  to  show  title  in  severalty  to  a  distinct  portion. 
Russell  r.  .Heasley,  190. 

2.  I^y  Probate  Court. — Under  its  statuton-   [jower  to  make  partition  of 

lands  among  joint  owners  or  tenants  in  common  (Code,  §^  3497- 
3507),  tlie  Probate  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  decree  partition 
where  the  lands  are  not  suweptible  of  division  into  equal  parts,  or 
parts  of  equal  value  ;  and  this  can  not  be  done,  where  the  parties 
own  unequal  interests — as,  where  one  of  four  joint  owners,  or  ten- 
imts  in  common,  has  conveyed  a  part  of  his  undivided  interest  to 
another.  (Overruling  Stirnpson  v.  Malonr  A-  -Foote,  (M)  Ala.  338.) 
Ward  V.  Corbeti,  4SS. ' 

PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  Real  property  belonging  to  partnership. — Real  estate,  pun'hased  with 

partnership  funds,  or  on  ])artnership  credit,  and  for  partnersluj) 
purposes,  is,  in  a  court  of  equity,  regarded  as  partnership  projH'rty. 
and  subject  primarily  to  the  payment  of  pailnership  debts,  whether 
the  legal  title  is  in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  in  the  name  of 
one  partner  only^  or  in  the  names  (A  the  several  partners  as  ten- 
ants in  comtnon  ;  Init,  to  have  this  effect,  the  property  must  be 
purchased  with  partnershij)  funds,  or  on  partnership  crtMiit,  and 
for  partnership  uses :  and  where  these  two  facts  do  not  concur,  the 
title  and  ownership  are  unchanged.     Hafrheti  r.   Blnnton,  Jfiii. 

2.  <'ha.nge  iti  pctrtaership. — The  introduction  of  a  new  member  into  an 

existing  })artnership  works  its  dissolution,  and  the  creation  of  a 
new  partnership:  and  the  new  paiiner,  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
press agreement,  is  neither  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  old  x>artner- 
ship,  nor  does  he  acquire  any  interest  in  its  property.     Jh.  4^3. 

PAYMENT. 

1 .  When  note  or  bill  operates  as  payment. — The  giving  by  a  debtor  of  his 
own  bill  or  note,  though  negotiable,  does  not  o])erate  to  discharge 
the  debt,  unless  it  is  accepted  as  an  absolute  payment ;  but,  while 
it  is  regarded, /))•»■)« a  facie,  as  only  collateral  or  additional  security, 
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all  the  authorities  coniiir  tlmt.  hy  expreisH  ajjrt'i'iiient,  it  uiay  be 
reganletJ  afi  u  Katisl'actinii  and  a  bar.     A'(»7  v.  f.artiu.  4''-^- 

2.  Same. — The  Kn^lisli  oaww  retjuire  an  exprt^s  ajfreiMiient,  UDlei>H  the 

bills  re«:ei\X'<I  have  Im'-cii  uejrotiatetl.  and  are  out«<tandiiit;  a^ruinst 
the  defenilant :  but  tlie  in<»deni  Auu'riean  authoriticf,  viewiug  it 
as  a  «iue«tinn  of  intention,  hi'hi  that  an  implied  a^Teenient,  to  lie 
determined  by  the  jurj-  frc>m  a  oonfiideration  i>i  all  the  lartji.  may 
have  the  i^ame  etfeet ;  and  this  in  adopto<l  by  this  roiirt  as  the  cor- 
rfHt  rule.,     lb.  4-'S. 

3.  Fartinl  fniuiufnln  lo  >iii>rl(jnij't^  af1i>r  asMignnttnf. — Partial  payments 

marie  t«»  the  mortgagee,  after  an  aspi^niiuent  of  the  mortjrajre,  aire 
nevertheless  valid  credits,  if  he  war^  in  fart  authorized  to  re<"eive 
them  as  agent  of  the  assignee.     Ilnutit  >•.  HV>W<r,  ft^, 

4.  When  jfaymfiit  in  vohintar^  rrr  not. — If  the  mortgagtir  himself,  urting 

through  a  third  perscm.  l>e«*ouie  the  purehaser  at  the  sale  under  the 
mortgage,  the  payment  of  the  price  bid  can  not  Vk'  roneidered  a 
payment  voluntarily  made,  since  the  title  to  the  land  would  not  l>e 
divested  by  full  pavment  of  the  debt  bf^fore  the  sale,  and  the  sale 
i-ould  only  l)e  avoi»1e<l  in  eijnitj' ;  but,  where  the  mttrtgage  is  of 
personal  property,  a  different  rule  nnght  prevail.     Ih.  :*2. 

PLEADING  AND  PRACTICE. 

1.  Who  is  proper  party  plaintiff. — When  a  quantity  of  com  is  delivered 

to  a  railroad  company  for  transportation,  the  consignee  having 
lx)ught  it  and  paid  the  freight  'on  it.  he  i8  the  proper  party  to  sue 
for  its  non-delivery,  and  not  the  consignor  from  •whom  he  bought 
it;  but  the  evidence  as  to  these  facts  being  conflicting,  the  <|ues- 
*  ■  tion  is  properly  submitted  to  the  decision  of  the  jury.  ,S.  ct  A'. 
Ala.  Railroad  in.  r.  Woo*l,  4oI. 

2.  Same;  aint-tuhnent  of  romplaitit. — A  statutory  action  in  the  nature  of 

ejwtment  must  Im'  brought  in  the  name  of  the  person  holding  the 
legal  title ;  and  if  he  is  «lescrib«'d  in  tlie  summons  and  complaint 
as  suing  for  the  use  of  another,  these  words  may  struck  out,  by 
amendment,  as  surplusage.      /M«»  r.  (rlmmyti,  ido. 

3.  Artioii  f>{/  till)  or  iiinrr  jointhj. — in  detinue,  or  the  corres}K»nding  stat- 

utory action  ft>r  the  re«-overy  <»f  j>er8t>nal  proj)erty  in  sjK^cie.  brought 
bv  two  plaintitls  suing  jointlv,  lx>th  must  re<'over,  or  neither  can. 
St.  riair  r.Caldven  S:  Ridfllr,  .'>S7. 

4.  A  ferment  of  rorporutr  chnrartrr  and  naiiw. — In  an  action  against  a 

municipal  cori^ration,  de.'M'ril)ed  by  its  corpf)r8te  name,  it  is  not 
necessan,-  to  aver  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  is  a  IkxIv 
corporate,  sinc^  the  <'(mrt  5\jll  take  judicial  notice  of  that  fact,  and 
of  the  identity  of  the  defendant  aswuch  corjM>ration.  I'ity  Coim- 
fil  of  Motxlijoiiu'ry  r.   Wri^jhl,  ill. 

b.  Avermrut  of  roifnirnh  d'ltit  to  kfep  nlre<ti<  and  nHh-tralka  in  rffHiir. 
When  the  duty  of  keeping  '•  the  streets  and  highways  in  repair"  \h 
imposed  on  a  (fjrporation  by  its  charter,  it  is  only  necessary  to 
aver  the  exist^'m-e  of  this  duty  bv  way  of  inducement,  when  de- 
claring iigainst  the  corporation  /or  damages  resulting  frr>m  its 
breach  ;  and  this  is  done  with  sutficient  certainty  by  the  general 
allegation,  "which  the  defendant  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair." 
lb. '41 1. 

6.  I'lra  of  tttutntf  of  limitationf  of  three  yearf. — A  plea  of  the  statute  of 
limitations  of  three  vears  must  aver  that  the  demand  sue<l  on  is  an 
open  accoiuit,  and  the  omission  of  this  avennent  makes  the  plea 
demurrable  ;  but  this  rule  of  pleading  is  not  applicable  to  a  pro- 
ceeding in  the  Piobate  Court,  where  an  administrator  files  a  peti- 
tion asking  an  order  to  sell  lands  for  the  payment  of  debts,  anu  the 
defense  is  set  up  that  the  <lebts  assertetl  against  the  estate  are 
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barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Gayle^H  Adni'r  v.  John- 
ston, 254. 

7.  Former  recovery, — The  rule  of  res  adjudicata,  or  former  recovery,  is 

confined  to  those  cases  in  which  the  parties  are  the  same,  the  sub- 
ject-matter the  same,  the  identical  point  directly  in  issue  in  each, 
and  the  judgment  in  the  first  suit  rendered  on  that  point ;  and  it  is 
essential,  also,  that  the  former  judgment  was  rendered  on  the 
merits  of  the  case.     McfktU  r.  Jones,  368. 

8.  Same;  irhat  is  decision  on  merits;  misjoinder  and  nonjoinder. — It  is 

not  always  easy  to  determine  what  issues  may  be  considered  as  in- 
volving tlie  merits  of  the  case;  but  it  seems  to  be  generally  con- 
ceded, that  when  the -suit  is  defeated  on  the  single  gromidof  a  mis- 
joinder of  parties  ])laintifl',  the  judgment  is  not  a  decision  on  the 
merits,  and  is  not  a  bar  to  another  suit.     /  h.  3C8. 

9.  Same. — An  action  by  husband  and  wife  as  joint  plaintiffs,  to  recover 

damages  for  the  conversion  of  property  belonging  to  the  wife's 
equitable  estate,  which  had  been  reduced  to  possession,  having 
been  defeated  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties 
plaintiff,  the  judgment  is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  by  the 
husband  alone,  suing  as  trustee ;  though,  it  seems,  if  the  first  action 
had  proceeded  to  judgment  on  the  merits,  the  (question  of  mis- 
joinder not  being  raised,  the  judgment  would  be  a  bar  to  the 
second  action.     Tb.  368. 

10.  Former  acr/uittal,  or  conviction. — A  former  acquittal  or  conviction, 

pleadable  in  bar  of  another  prosecution,  i>re-supposes  atrial  before 
a  court  having  jurisdiction  to  render  a  judgment  on  the  merits; 
and  this  effect  can  not  be  attributed  to  a  decision  rendered  by  a 
court  whose  authority  is  lin)ited  to  the  incniiry,  wdiether  there  is 
sufficient  cause  shown  for  sending  the  accused  to  a  court  having 
jurisdiction  to  trj-  and  determine  the  charge.  Nicholson  v.  The 
State,  176, 

11.  Practice  ns  to  fling  plea  in  abatement;   irhat-is  revisable. — Whether 

the  defendant  shall  be  i)ermitted  to  withdraw  the  plea  of  not  guilty, 
and  interpose  a  plea  in  abatement  on  account  of  a  misnomer,  is 
matter  ot  discretion  with  the  court  below,  and  is  not  revisable  bv 
this  court.     Hubbard  r.  The  State,  I64. 

12.  Misnomer  and  variance. — The  mere  mis-spelling  of  a  name,  whether 

of  the  defendant  or  a  third  person,  does  not  vitiate  an  indictment, 
and  is  not  a  fatal  variance,  unless  the  difference  causes  a  material 
change  in  the  pronunciation  of  the  name.  Underwood  v.  The 
State]  2:i0. 

13.  Samp ;  whether  qnestion  for  court  or  junj. — Whether  one  name  is 

idem  sonans  with  another,  notwithstanding  a  difference  in  the 
spelling  of  the  two,  is  a  cjuestion  of  fact  for  the  determination  of 
the  jury,  when  it  arises  on  the  evidence  under  the  plea  of  the  gen- 
eral issue,  and  not  a  question  of  law  for  the  decision  of  the  court. 
Jb.  220. 

14.  Right  to  open  and  conclude  argument. — In  statutory  proceedings  for 

condemnation  of  the  right  of  way,  the  railroad  corporation  is  the 
actor,  and  on  appeal,  when  an  assessment  of  damages  by  a  jury  is 
demanded,  is  entitled  to  open  and  conclude  the  investigation  and 
the  argument.     Mont.  So.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Sayre,  443. 

POWERS. 

1.  Execution  of  power. — In  the  execution  of  a  power  by  a  donee  or 
trustee,  a  direct  reference  to  the  power  is  not  necessary,  though 
it  must  not  be  left  uncertain  whether  the  act  was  done  in  execu- 
cution  of  the  power ;  it  must  be  ai)parent  that  the  transaction  is  not 
fairly  or  reasonably  susceptible  of  any  other  interpretation,  than  as 
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indicating  an  intention  to  execute  the  power;  and  this  intention 
must  be  collected  from  all  the  circumstances.  Matthnrt  v.  Mc- 
Dade,  37S. 

2.  Same;  sale  and  ronreijance  by  executor  and  trustee;  vhether  referred 

to  power  in  reill,  or  to  void  probate  decree, — Where  a  deed  of  tnist, 
conferring  on  the  trustee  a  power  of  sale,  was  admitted  to  probate 
as  a  part  of  the  grantor's  will,  executed  on  the  same  day,  and  re- 
ferring to  the  deed  ;  and  the  trustee,  who  was  also  the  sole  acting 
executor,  pro<-ured  from  the  I'rohate  Court  an  order  of  sale  which 
was  invalid  and  ino|>erative,  sold  the  land  five  years  afterwards, 
and,  as  exwutor,  executeil  to  the  purchaser  a  deed  with  covenants 
(if  warranty,  but  <lid  not  rejxjrt  the  sale  to  the  Probate  Court ;  held, 
that  the  sale  would,  ut  rex  magis  raleat  */uaw  pereat,  l>e  referred 
to  the  power  conferred  bv  the  deed  as  a  part  of  tne  will,  and  not  to 
the  order  of  the  court,     lb.  S7S. 

3.  presumption   from  lapse  of  time. — After  the  lapse  of  twenty  years 

from  a  sale  bv  an  executor  and  trustee,  during  which  period  the 
purchaser  held  oiien,  notorious,  and  uninterrujjted  adverse  pos- 
session of  the  land,  although  the  title  of  the  remainder-men  might 
not  be  barred,  if  the  i>ower  was  not  legally  executed;  yet  a  pre- 
sumption woulil  arise  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  the  sale,  and  the 
court  would  incline  to  draw  inferences  favorahde  to  its  validity. 
76.  S78. 

PRESUMPTIONS.     See  Error  and  Appeai.,  22,  23;  Evii>e.vce,  60-67. 

RAILROADS. 

1.  Limitation  of  action  agaiust. — The  limitation  of  an  action  against  a 

railroad  company,  to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries,  is  one 
year  (Code,  $32.'i'l) ;  and  in  determining  when  the  action  was  com- 
menced, the  date  or  fonn  of  the  summons  is  not  conclusive,  it  being 
amendal>le  in  these  particulars  on  proj)er  evidence.  Ala.  fir. 
So.  Bailnaij  Co.   r.  Hauk,  112. 

2.  Failure  to  blo\r  whistle,  or  ring  bell,  on  approaching  depot  or  station. 

The  statutory  provisions  retjuiring  the  engineer,  or  otner  |)er8on  in 
charge  of  a  mo\-ing  train  of  cars,  to  blow  the  whistle,  or  ring  the 
bell,  on  approaching  a  depot  or  8topj)ing-i>lace  (Co«le,  ^^  1699, 
l70Cr,  are  intended  for  the  protection  of  the  travelling  public,  or 
l)ersons  not  on  the  train;  and  passengers  on  the  train  are  not,  or- 
dinarily, include<l  in  the  letter  or  si»irit  of  the  statute,  and  can  not 
complain  of  its  violation,  when  suing  for  damages  on  account  of 
personal  injuries,  to  which  the  failure  to  ring  the  bell  could  have 
had  no  tendency  to  eontribute;  though  cases  may  oceur,  }>ossibly, 
in  which  pa.ssengers,  or  other  j»ersons  permissively  on  the  train, 
are  entitled  t«>  have  such  signals  given,  as  a  warning  to  hasten  their 
departure.     lb.  112. 

3.  I'ontributortj  negligrnre;  standing  on  itlalform  of  car  while  in  motion. 

A  regulation  forbid<linf  passengers  to  stand  on  the  platfi>rn)  of  a 
car  while  the  train  is  in  motion  being  reasonable  and  prop)er,  a 
pa.«ssenger  who  is  injured  while  standing  on  the  platform,  in  viola- 
tion of  such  regulation,  is  guilty  of  contributorj-  negligence,  and 
can  not  maintain  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  such  injuries. 
fb.  112. 

4.  Declarations  of  conductor  and  engineer;  ichen  admissible  against  rail- 

road company. — In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company,  tore- 
cover  daniag(>s  for  pers<:)nal  injuries  sustained  by  a  passenger,  a 
witness  for  the  plaintift'can  not  \ye  allowed  to  testify,  that  the  con- 
ductor, "a  few  minutes  after  the  olaintiff  had  been  hurt,  asked 
the  engineer  why  he  did  not  responu  to  the  bell-call ;  and  that  the 
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enginotT  answered,  fie  <\\(\  respond  to  all  the  bell-eall  he  lieard." 
Ih.  1Vi. 

5.  Aclioii  for  Hoti-delivery  of  freight;   who   is  proper  party  plainliff. 

When  a  qiiantit}'  of  corn  is  delivered  to  a  raih'oad  company  for 
traivsportation,  the  ••<Misignee  having  boiiglit  it  and  paid  th«!  feight 
on  it,  lie  \n  the  pro|K>r  part\'  to  sue  for  its  non-delivery,  and  m»t 
the  con.sigTior  fi-oni  whom  Jie  hough t  il  ;  but  live  evidence  as  to  these 
facts  being  conflictjng,  tlie  question  is 'pVo])erly  sftlmiitted  to  the 
decision  of  tlie  jnry.     N.  c("  .V.  Ala.  Hnilrond  Ca.  r.  Wood,  ^57. 

6.  Mcaioi re  of  ihiiiiayeii  for  fni I Hr<'  to iM i cer  firi(jlil . — In  an  action  against 

a  railroa<l  company  as  a  couuutm  4arrier,  for  a  faihire  to  deliver 
goods  reciuved  for  transitortation,  the  measure  of  damages  is  the 
value  of  the  goods  at  tlie  place  of  destination  ;  an<l  evidence  of  their 
value  at  the  plac*^  of  delivery,  (Mghty  miles  distant  from  the  place 
of  destination,  is  relevant  and  admissible.     Ih.  .'f-'il. 

7.  Statutory  proceed i tig k  for  condA-mnattOii  of  right  of  n'ny;  apftenl,   and 

trial  by  jury. — The  statute  regulating  proceedings  for  tlie  assess- 
ment of  damages,  wlum  lands  are4.ak,en  by  a  railroad  corporation 
for  the  right  of  way  (Code,  ^§  18X3-40),  was  intended  to  (tarry  into 
effect  the  constitutional  provisions,  and  must  be  so  construed,  if 
possible,  as  to  effectuate  that  intention,  and  to  harmonize  the 
statute  with  the  constitution ;  and  thus  construing  the  section 
which  gives  an  appeal  to  either  [)art\',  and  declares  that  "  the 
same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as  in  ordinary  cases  of  ap]>eal  from 
the  Probate  [Court]  to  the  higher  courts  of  the  State  "  [\  1838J,  it 
must  be  held  to  give  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  of  which  a 
jury  is  a  constituent,  thereby  securing  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury, 
if  demanded.         .Void.  So.  Railroad.  Co.  r.  Sayre,  44^- 

8.  Same;   right  to  open  and  coitchide  argument. — In  these  proceedings, 

the  railroad  corporation  is  the  actor,  and  on  appeal,  when  an  assess- 
ment of  damages  by  a  jury  is  demanded,  is  entitled  to  open  and 
conclude  the  investigation  and  the  argument.     I  h.  443- 

9.  State  indoraemeat  of  railroad  bonds;  bonds  for  fir  si  twenty  wiles  of 

road. — Under  the  statute  approved  February.  21st,  1870,  entitled 
"  An  act  to  furnish  the  aid  and  credit  of  the  State  of  Alabama  for 
the  purpose  of  expediting  the  construction  of  railroads"  (Session 
Acts] 869-70,  pp.  149-57},  it  was  contemplated  tliat  the  first  twenty 
miles  of  the  railroad  should  be  completed  and  equipped  from  ihe 
resources  of  the  corporation,  before  any  of  its  bonds  should  be  in- 
dorsed by  the  State,  and  that  the  indorsed  bonds  should  be  used 
and  applied  in  the  further  construction  of  the  road ;  and  the  bonds 
referring  on  their  face  to  the  statute  under  which  they  were  in- 
<lorsed,  every  person  taking  them  from  the  railroad  company  was 
put  on  inquirs',  and  was  ('hargeable  with  notice  of  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute,  of  the  relation  of  the  State  as  indorser,  and 
of  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  the  company  could  legally 
transfer  them,  (jilman.  Sons  d:  Co.  v.  X.  O.  ct*  S  Railroad  Co.,  566. 

10.  Same;  rnisapplieation  of  said  bond^. — The  conqiany  having  trans- 

ferred its  l)onds  to  the  contractor  engaged  in  the  construction  of 
the  first  twenty  miles  of  its  road,  and,  after  procuring  the  State's 
indorsement  on  the  completion  of  said  twenty  miles,  again  de- 
livered them  to  him  in  payment  of  the  company's  debt  to  him  ; 
such  use  of  them  being  unauthorized,  and  fraudulent  as  against 
the  State,  no  liability  rested  on  it  by  virtue  of  its  indorsement, 
while  the  bonds  remained  in  the  hands  of  said  contractor,  or  were 
in  the  hands  of  any  other  person  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
misapplicatitm.     fb.  ■'i'iH. 

11.  Sam";  rights  of  bona  fide  holder. — But,  such  indorsed  bonds  being 

negotiable  instruments;,  and  governed  Viy  the  same  ndes  as  all 
other  ('ommercial  paper,  the  State  would  become  liable,  as  an  ac- 
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i'omniodutiiiii  inilor««'r.  t<i  any  />«>/)«  ftdr  liolder  who  acquirt**!  Lbem 
fc»r  value,  in  tho  u^tial  <-oiireif  *A  1)U.^iut»ss,  witliout  knowledge  or 
notiiH',  ariual  or  niustnative,  of  the  ini(}a|)plit.'ation  l>y  tiic  com- 
pany or  its  inuniMlIaU'  trarislVrre*'.  Jh.  5W. 
r_*.  Hook;  bunfeu  of  pmuj  as  to  character  of  trang/ff. — When  a  huI**- 
ijuont  hoMor  of  nufh  Uomiti  .HeokH  to  enforce  tile  State's  liability  a^ 
indors«>r,  the  original  ruisai)propriation  of  them  U-inji  nhown,  tlu! 
law  carttrt  on  biin  the  burden  of  j)r<niug  tluU  he  aeqnire<I  them  in 
)fo»Ki  faith,  for  value,  and  in  the  usual  ronrse  of  business.  Ih.  o60. 

13.  Sani'';  I'-fiitt  ill  piij'rh'-tio'  for   ruliit,   and  in    mnal  rtntrst'  <ij   husijuu. 

Th<*  sale  or  e.\<-han;^e  of  such  ijidorsed  Itojids  for  slian-s  c»f  dt<^K.'k  in 
another  railroad  rorpuratiun,  or  in  a  joint-st<H'k  company  or  cor- 
poration eiijjraired  in  the  Inisines.s  of  eonstructinii  railroads  l>y  con- 
tract, is  an  ordinary  commercial  tniiiMiction  ;  and  in  <let«'rmining 
whether  thu  pundiaso  is  for  value,  the  «af»'r  dfx-trine  is.  when  no 
i^uestion  of  usury  is  involved,  tliaf  the  amount  of  the  r.msi<lera- 
tion,  valnc  Iwing  jnirttnl  with,  Ls  only  material  as  l>earinjfon  the 
•jue.stion  of  notice.     lb.  .',G^. 

14.  Sauii^:  prmif  Iff  iioliir,  or.  nojil  oj'4iiitict'. — Jn  suchcase,  the  presump- 

tion is  of  a  want  of  notice,  since  it  is  Jiot  probable,  though  possi- 
ble, that  iiotire  of  the  original  fraud  or  iJleuality  would  Ih>  cununn- 
nicated  to  a  subseijuj'nt  holder,  thereby  defeating  the  tran.«»ler ;  and 
the  btirden  of  proving  notice  resting  on  the  party  who  as.sails  the 
title  of  the  Jiolder,  it  is  not  eD<jugh  to  show  only  that  he  anjuired 
the  l)onds  tm<U'r  circumstances  wliich  wonI<l  have  excited,  m  the 
mirHl  of  a  pru<lent  man,  suspi«?ions  as  tt)  the  title  of  the  party  from 
whom4ie  purchase*.!,     fit.  oGC. 

15.  SubriHjatioit  of  hnhlfin  of  i^idorneii  honftn,  to  Stair' g  itatntory  lint  and 

prioriti/. — The  holders  of  such  indorsed  Injnds  who  have  acquired 
them  m  good  fjuth,  for  valuable  consideration,  and  in  tiie  usual 
course  of  business,  are  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  statutory 
lien  an<l  priority  of  the  State,  on  the  railroad  ct^mpany  becoming 
ins4ilvent,  and  making  flefault  in  the  payment  of  the  In/nds  accord- 
ing U)  their  terms ;  aufl  this  subrf>gation  may  l>e  de«dared  in  a  suit 
betwe<'n  the  holders  of  such  Ixjnds,  some  of  whom  are  not  entitled 
to  share  in  the  prottn^tion  given  to  the  others,  and  although  the 
State  is  not  a  party  and  can  not  Ije  sued.     I  ft.  .nW. 

KECKIVKR.     S»Hi  (HANCKKV,  49-54. 

SOIdCITOU. 

1 .  Cunt jienJtal ion  of  solirilor  of  MobiU,  under  sprrial  Matutr. — Under  the 
special  statute  regulating  the  ex]>enditures  of  Molnle  county,  ap- 
prove<l  February  11th,  184.}  ;Sess.  Acts  1842-:$,  p.  77) ;  the  .«iecond 
section  of  which  jirovides,  •'  that  the  moneys  arising  from  fines  and 
forfeitures  shall  be  subje<'t  to  a  chaiye  of  five  per-cent .  on  the  amount 
that  shall  Iw/ collected,  in  favor  of  the  solicitor  of  the  circuit,  in 
consideration  of  tJie  numl>er  of  cases  in  which  i-osts  remain  uncol- 
Iecte<l,  and  in  iijnsideration  of  his  services  in  <'ollecting  and  pay- 
ing tiie  same  to  the  county  trea.suVer;"  the  solicitor  can  claim 
comiMMisation,  not  on  the  entiiv  amovmt  of  fines  and  forfeitures 
collected  and  paid  into  the  trea-sury,  but  onlv  on  the  amount  col- 
le«"ted  and  paiu  in  by  him.     Thf-  Statr,  ej-  rel.  'tompkih»  v.  Stone,  ISo. 

SPKCIFIC  PKHIOKMANCK.     See  Cuantkby,  o8-(>4. 

STATITFS. 

1.  Statutes  omittrd  from  t'odr. — The  act  approve<l  March  4th,  1876,  en- 
titlevl  "An  act  to  allow  marrie<l  women  in  certain  ca.se8  to  sue  in 
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their  own  names"  (Sess.  Acts  1875-0,  p.  159),  haAing  been  omit- 
ted from  the  Code  of  1876,  is  not  now  operative  as  a  statute.  Saw- 
yers V.  Baker,  49. 

2.  Amending  and  repealing  Ktatutei<.—A  statute  may  be  amended,  as 

well  as  repealed,  by  implication;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
amending  statute,  in  order  to  be  free  from  constitutional  objection, 
should  even  refer  to  the  statute  which  it  operates  to  amend.  Wash- 
ington V.  The  State,  212. 

3.  Statutes  construed  with  reference  to  common  latv. — All  statutes  are  to 

be  construed  with  reference  to  the  principles  of  the  common  law; 
and  an  intention  to  abrogate  or  modify  it  is  not  to  be  presumed, 
further  than  is  expressed,  or  absolutely  recjuired  by  the  case. 
Beale  r.  Posey,  32S. 

SUBROGATION.     See  Chancery,  43,  62,  67,  68. 

SUMMARY  PROCEEDINGS.     See  Judgments  and  Decrees,  17. 

SUMMONS. 

1.  Da'e  and  form  ;  amendment. — In  determining  when  the  action  was 

commenced,  the  date  or  form  of  the  summons  is  not  conclusive,  it 
being  amendable  in  these  i>articulars  on  iiroper  evidence.  Ala.  G. 
So.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Havk,  112. 

2.  Construction ;  charge  referring  legal  question  to  jury. — It  is  the  duty 

of  the  court  to  determine  whether  the  summons  is  an  original  or 
an  alias,  and  a  charge  which  refers  the  decision  of  that  question  to 
the  jury  is  erroneous.     lb.  112. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 

1.  Parties  to  petition ;  liability  of  assignee  for  costs. — When  a  petition 

is  filed  for  the  supersedeas  of  an  execiition ,  sued  out  by  an  assignee 
in  the  name  of  the  original  plaintiff,  the  assignee  may  be  made  a 
defendant  thereto ;  and  if  he  comes  in  voluntarily  as  a  party,  and 
is  unsuccessful  in  resisting  the  supersedeas,  costs  may  be  adjudged 
against  him,  under  the  general  statute  (Code,  §  3128),  as  the  un- 
successful party  in  a  civil  suit.     Eslava  v.  Farley,  214. 

2.  Sureties  for  costs,  by  party  resisting  supersedeas  of  e.recution. — There 

is  no  statute  which  requires  the  assignee  of  a  judgment,  when  re- 
sisting the  supersedeas  of  an  execution  sued  out  by  him  in  the  name 
of  his  assignor,  to  give  security  for  the  costs  if  unsuccessful,  or 
which  authorizes  a  summary  judgment  against  sureties  given  by 
him  voluntarily ;  yet  he  can  not  assign  as  error  such  summary 
judgment  against  his  sureties,  since  it  is  not  prejudicial  to  him. 
lb.  214. 

3.  IMi^n  appeal  bond  operates  as  supersedeas. — I'^nder  the  United  States 

statutes  regulating  writs  of  error  and  appeals  (Rev.  Stat.  §§  1,000 
et  seq.),  as  judicially  construed  by  the  Federal  courts,  the  bond 
does  not  operate  as  a  supersedeas  of  the  judgment,  unless  it  is  ap- 
proved bj;'  a  justice  or  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court,  and  a  copy  of 
the  writ  of  error  is  deposited,  for  the  adverse  party,  with  the  clerk 
of  said  court.     Crowder  v.  Morgan,  5.35. 

SURETIES. 

1.  Discharge  of  sureties  by  judgment  discharging  principal. — Where  a 
tax-collector  executed  an  additional  bond,  as  rec^uired  on  the  ad- 
dress of  the  grand  jury  (Code,  §§  184-90),  on  which  was  one  new 
surety  besides  the  sureties  on  the  first  bond ;  and  separate  actions 
were  brought  on  each  bond,  and  the  sauie  breaches  assigned  for  a 
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default  covered  by  each ;  held,  that  a  judgment  on  verdict  in  an 
action  on  the  first  lx)nd,  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  oi>erateil  an  a 
discharge  of  the  principal  and  sureties  on  the  second  Ixind,  and 
was  pleadaljle  in  the  action  on  that  bond.     The  State  r.  Parkrr,  181. 

2.  Surety'a  r'njhtif,  <i*  (ujaitixt  frduduUnt  and  lohiutary  cunreyanre*. — A 

surety  is  a  creditor,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  frau«lH 
(Code,  ()  2124),  and  entitle<l  to  jirotection  a^inst  fraudulent  and 
voluntar>- convevances,  from  the  time  when  his  contingent  liability 
was  as8umt'<l,  ufthough  he^  has  no  technical  right  of  action  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt.     Keel  v.  Larkhi,  ^.'>.7. 

3.  Dit^charge  of  Kiiretij  by  teuder,  or  offer  to  tmy  by  priuriual. — A  fonnal 

tender  to  the  creditor,  by  the  i>nncii)al  debtor,  of  tiie  full  amount 
of  the  debt  after  maturity,  an«i  the  refusal  of  the  cretlitor  to  accept 
it,  dischargees  the  surety ;  but  a  general  offer  to  pay.  not  having 
the  formalities  of  a  legal  tender,  and  not  definitely  refuse<l  by  the 
creditor,  has  no  legal  ett'ect  on  the  liability  f>f  the  surety,  unless 
it  operates  to  his  injury  or  prejudice.  Life'  Ansor-iatiou  r.  XeeilU, 
517. 

4.  Same. — If  the  principal  debtor  was  insolvent  at  the  time  when  such 

infonnal  ofter  was  made  ami  declined,  the  creditor's  failure  to  ac- 
cept it  operates  to  the  prejudie-e  and  injurj-  of  the  surety,  an»l  there- 
fore discharges  him.     lb.  517. 

5.  Limitation  of  '  nctiun  '  agaiiiM  i^nretie*  on  adminiitt ration  bond. — Un- 

der the  statiiti'  which  i)rescribessix  years  as  the  limitation  of  "ac- 
tions against  the  sureties  of  executors,  administrators  or  guardians, 
for  any  misfeasance  or  riialfesisance  whatever  of  their  principal, 
the  time  to  be  computed  from  the  act  done  or  omitteu  by  their 
principal  which  fixes  the  liability  of  the  surety  "  (Code,  \  3226, 
subd.  7) ;  the  word  nctiouK,  l>eing  liberally  construed,  includes  a 
summary  execution  against  the  surety,  on  the  return  of  '  No  proj)- 
erty  found  '  on  an  execution  issued  on  a  decree  against  his  princi- 
pal ;  the  statute  begins  to  run  from  the  rendition  of  the  <iecree 
against  the  jjrincipal ;  and  when  the  decree  is  revived,  no  execu- 
tion having  issued  on  it  Ix'fore  revivor,  the  statute  is  available  to 
the  sureties  as  a  <lefense  against  a  summary  exe<'ution  on  the  re- 
vived decree,  i8sue<l  more  than  six  years  after  the  rendition  of  the 
original  decree.     Martin  e.  Tally,  2:1. 

6.  Decree  against  principal ;   mnchtKiceuens  \ix  against  an  ret  ien. — A  de- 

cree rendered  against  an  administrator,  on  final  settlement  of 
his  accounts,  is  e(|ually  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  in  tlie  absence 
of  fraud  or  collusion,  a's  to  the  matters  of  account,  but  not  as  to  the 
factum  of  the  lx)nd,  or  other  defenses  i>ersoual  to  the  sureties ;  an<l 
when  such  decree  is  revived  against  the  administrator,  the  revivor 
is  equally  conclusive  on  his  sureties,  except  as  to  such  personal 
defenses,  although  they  were  not  ^)arties  to  such  revivor,  and  had 
no  right  to  apiwar  and  defend  against  it.     lb.  2-i. 

7.  Subrogation  of  sureties  on  vote  for  pnrchase-money,  to  vendor's  lien  on 

land,  as  againut  sub-purchaser  uho  has  made  payment. — If  the  sure- 
ties on  a  note  given  for  the  i)urchase-money  of  land,  having  paid 
the  balance  due  on  the  note,  can  claim  to  be  subrogated  to  the 
vendor's  e<iuitable  lien  on  the  land,  thev  can  not  assert  that  right 
against  a  sub-purcha.ser  of  a  iwrtion  of  the  tract,  when  the  pur- 
chase-money paid  by  the  latter  has  Ix'en  applied  in  partial  payment 
of  the  note  on  which  the  sureties  were  bound.  Sawyers  r.  Ba- 
ker, 49. 

"SWAMP  LAND  COMMISSIONERS." 

1.  Relation  befveen;  not  partners,  but  tenants  in  common. — The  "Swamp 
Land  Commissioners"  appointetl  by  the  governor  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  approved  February  24th,  1860  (Sees.  Acts  1859- 
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60,  p.  J 17),  wlio.se  duties  were  to  locate  suid  pi'Orme  for  tlie  .State 
|.)a,tent8  for  tiie  rswamp  and  overHuwed  lauds  doiuited  by  act  of 
UongreHS  approved  .September  28th,  1850,  and  wln)  were  to. receive 
as  coinpt>nsati<^ii  for  their  services  t\von1\'  i>er  <M!at.  of  tlie  atnonnt 
realized  by  the  State  ou  the  Hul)seqiietit  Bale  of  the  Uvnds,  were  not 
jMirtners  inlfr  xrtu'  in  the  coiupen.satiou  to  be  earned,  but  rather 
sustained  to  eacli  otlier  the  relation  i>f  tenants  inconnnou.  Pouwll 
r.  Juuea,  -Wi'. 

2.  Equitable  licii  creatt'd  bi^  ucjreitrit^nl . — An  ajrreetnent  among  said  <.*oni- 

mis.sioners,  by  which  ojie  was  to  ad  vaJice  Jtioneys  <loemea  necessary 
in  the  execution  of  the  common  business,  to  lw»  reiuibxirsed  (Hit  of 
the  fund  provided  as  compensation  wlien  colhurt-eiJ,  creates  a  charge 
or  lien  on  the  fund,  for  the  amount  so  advanced,  in  the  nature  of  an 
equitable  mortgage  ;  which  lii'n  or  charge  is  iK)t  lapable  of  enforce- 
ment at  law,  and  is  fx'cnliarh  within  the  jurisdiitjon  of  a  court  of 
ecpiity.     lb.  .^».^. 

3.  Sauic;  liinilation  of  suit. — The  cojiiplainant,  on*-  of  isaid  commission- 

ers, (-laiming  contribution  out  of  the  connnon  fund  for  moneys 
advanced  by  liim  in  aid  of  the  connnon  enterprise,  which  were  "to 
be  refund(^d  to  him  out  of  the  comp«msation  to  \k'  re(;eived  from 
theStiite;'"  sncli  claim  did  not  accrue'  until  the  money  was  re- 
ceived, and  the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  begin  to  run  against 
him,  in  favor  of  the  other  commissiojiers,  until  lliat  time;  and  the 
bill  showing  that  it  was  tiled  within  oiu-  year  after  the  receipt  of 
the  money,  the  claim  is  not  barred  by  thcf  statute  of  limitations, 
nor  l)y  the  staleness  of  th«'  demand.     Tb.  .!'>.*'. 

4.  RitjhU  of  S.  S.  HoaMiui'.'i  hfirs,  uitdev  apei-ial  stalnti'  nathoriziiiif  nuit. 

Under  the  special  statute  approved  December  !7th.  1873,  atithor- 
izing  the  three  surviving  commissioners  "  and  the  legal  representa- 
tives or  heirs  of  S.  S.  Houston."  the  deceased  commissioner,  to 
prosecute  a  suit  in  equity  against  the  State,  for  tlu;  |)urpose  of  de- 
termining their  compensation  and  adjusting  the  rival  claims  of 
other  persons  (Sess.  Acts  187o,  pi+>  05-(>7).  the  heirs  of  said  Hous- 
ton only  succeeded  to  his  I'ights,  and  took  his  share  of  tlie  «'om- 
mon  fund  charged  with  all  liens  to  which  it  was  subject  in  his 
hands.     lb.S92. 

TAXES. 

1.  Purchase  at  tax-.iale. — Held,  on  the  authority  of  Oliver  c.  Jiohinsorif 

58  Ala.  46,  that  "  neither  the  averments  nor  proofs  in  this  ea,se,'' 
as  to  a  purchase  of  lauds  at  a  sale  for  unpaid  taxes  assessed  against 
owners  unknown,  "  are  sufficient  to  effect  a  devestiture  "of  title  for 
non-payment  of  taxes."'     <lik:hriKl  v.  Shackelford,  7. 

2.  Sale  of  la>ul.'ifor  unpaUl  taue.f;  (b'lti'riptioii  of  lands  in  a.s»e.isi>ie.nJ  and 

deed;  admissibility  of  parol  nidcnce  to  reutore  ambiijuity.' — When 
lands  assessed  and  sold  for  unj^aid  taxes  are  described  in  the  as- 
sessment, and  also  in  the  tax-collector's  deed,  as  "  two-thirds  {%) 
of  square  39  in  Fisher's  tract,"  without  any  other  words  of  descrip- 
tion or  identification,  the  sale  is  void  for  unceitainty  and  indefinite- 
ness ;  and  the  ambiguity  being  j)atent,  it  can  not  be  corrected  or  ex- 
plained by  extrinsic  parol  evidence.  Dane  r.  Cleanon,  J6(J. 
,'5.  Ta.r-sale;  deed  to  purchaser,  as  color  of  title. — When  lands  are  sold 
for  unpaid  taxes,  the  deed  to  tlie  4)urcha8er,  thf)Ugh  it  may  he  in- 
valid as  a  conveyance  of  the  title,  is  color  of  title,  when  iwssession 
has  l)een  taken  and  held  under  it ;  and  is  admissible  as  evidence 
for  the  grantee,  or  one  holding  under  him,  to  show  the  extent  of 
the  possession  according  to  the  boundaries  therein  described. 
Storall  V.  Foivler,  77. 
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TKNANTS  IN  COMMON. 

1 .  i'oiirfrifioii  of  rrnpn  Im-tutcit  truantn  in  roiitmon. — A  teJlHUt  iu  roinmon 

o/  croiw,  t»eUinjr  the  i-ntir*'  property  In  th<-tii,  is  j^uilty  of  a  ronver- 
sioii,  for  vvliidi  tlie  nther  t«-nant  Cor  IjIh  p«'rHonal  ifprostMitjitivi'.  in 
the  eveut  of  his  ilcuth;  iiKiy  niuintaiii  an  .ution  oJ  trttver.  Sulli- 
V'tn  V.  lAXU'ler.  74. 

2.  Right  to  rmnyt^itsatiini  for  extra  uniirej*. — Ordinarily,   ojie  tenant  in 

roiiuiKni  can  not  reitover  of  the  others  coniiM'nMation  for  WTviceH 
p«'rfornuKl  by  liim  in  rnuna^inK  or  tal(in^  i-are  of  tht*  proi>erty, 
withont  a  pron)is»e,  exprt-ss  i>r  iiuplit.Ml,  to  pay  for  surh  sn-rvii-ej* ; 
hut  th4'  mil!  isotht.'rwisc',  when  ht-  ]x^rf<»rins  extraordinary  servicoB 
for  the  «-oniniMn  henefit — stTvii-ei;  not  within  the  thities  re<|iiire«Jof 
him  }>y  law,  ni>r  within  the  eonteniplation  oi  liis  i-«i-t«'iiaj>ts;  for 
all  i'iiarj|i;ej5  and  expen<lituros  thus  Lmurred,  th<;  right  of  cuntrRai- 
tiou  exisUM,  and  uiay  he  enfon-ed  as  an  i?«iuit.ahle  charge  on  tlie 
common  fund  or  pn>|>*'rty.     /'(»/////  c.  .loiies,  Suj. 

3.  '*  Sicamf)     l.oii'l  ('inmnisHiiint'r.*  '*     arc    ttuntnl*    in    foinniwt. — The 

"Swamp  Land  (.'ommissionerK'*  appointed  hy  the  governor  mider 
the  pmvisitins  <jf  the  act  approved  rehniary  L'4tii,  lS«kJ  I'Se.ss.  Acts 
ISotMiO.  p.  117  .  whose  duties  were  to  liwate  and  prtK-iire  for  tlie 
State  patents  for  the  swamp  and  overfloweil  hmds  donateil  hy  a«^t 
of  ('ongrt»»<s  appnn"e«i  Scptcnd>er  L'Sth,  \S-'A),  and  wiio  were  to  re- 
ceive as  comiM^nsiitioii  for  theij-  services  twenty  percent,  of  the 
amount  realized  hy  the  Stat*;  on  the  subs«Mjnent  sale  of  the  lands, 
were  not  partners  inttr  *fM-  in  the  com{MniKation  t<i  l)e  earned,  but 
rather  sustained  to  each  «)ther  Llie  relation  of  tenaixtM  in  «'.oninion. 
Ih.  .ihi. 

TRIAL  OF  RIOHT  OF  TROPFRTY. 

1.  Whnt  will  .fuit/j'jrt  claim  amil. — On  the  trial  of  a  stjitutory  claim  suit, 

the  clainumt  miiHt  recover,  it  at  all,  on  the  stren^rth  of  hLs  own 
title;  and  it  being  shown  that,  at  the  time  of  tlie  levy,  tlie  nro]>- 
erty  was  in  the  jxissession  of  tlie  defendant  in  the  writ,  the  claim- 
ant* can  only  rejH'l  the  presumption  of  ownership,  ari.sing  from 
such  jxisj^ession,  by  showing  title  in  hinL^elf,  or  by  conn«H-ting 
*  liimself  with  the  out.standing  title  of  a  third  person.  Polink  tl-  <^o. 
r.  (iniveit.  ■i47. 

2.  What  de/fctj<   in  prtH-ftis  are  available  to  claimant. — On  a  statutory 

trial  of  the  right  of  proj)erty,  the  claimant  can  not  take  advantage 
of  any  tiefetts  <»r  irre>;ularities  iu  the  pr.R-ess  which  render  it  mere- 
ly voi4lable  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant;  but,  if  tlie  pnK'esa 
is  void  on  its  face,  he  mav  defeat  the  pluintifi's  claim  by  setting 
up  Huch  invalidity.     Xordhnyfr  r.  (ionluu,  ~f.(9. 

TROVKR. 

1 .  ( 'nntrrifion  of  rritpg  bfticctn  ttnanlf  in  rominon. — A  tenant  in  common 

of  crops,  selling  the  entire  proi^rty  in  them,  is  guilty  of  a  cHjnver- 
sion.  for  whi<'h  the  other  tenant  (or  hi.s  personal  represemtative,  in 
the  event  of  his  death'  may  maintain  an  action  of  trover.  Snlli- 
ran  r.  I^attltr,  7}. 

2.  IA)iiitatiuu   i>/  artinii    for  ranrersion,   or   xait   in   rhancfry  on  itame 

di'niand. — The  statutory  limitation  of  an  action  for  the  conversion 
of  crops,  brought  by  the  jjersonul  representative  of  the  deceased 
tenant  against  tlie  surviving  tenant  in  common,  is  six  vears  cOxie, 
^S22(J).     Ih.  74.; 

3.  < 'oinerxioti  tty  bnilef,   irhtn  bailor  niaif  mir. — If  the  hirer  of  a  mule 

exchajiges  the  animal  for  another  during  the  term,  with«nit  the 
consent  or  authority  of  the  owner,  this  is  a  conversion,  for  whioh 
the  owner  may  at  once  term inat*' the  bailment;  and  he  may  .sue 
for  his  mule  In^fore  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  hiring.  Atkiu- 
Hun  r.  Junes,  '4^. 
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TRUSTS. 

1.  Parol  trust;  sufficiennj  of  evidence  to  establish. — A  trust  in  lands, 

created  verbally,  can  not  be  estabb"shed  inequity,  unless  it  is  plain 
and  unambiguous  in  its  terms,  and  proved  by  clear  and  convincing 
evidence;  and  a  trust  in  personal  i)roperty,  created  verbally,  and 
dependent  entirely  upon  oral  testimony,  can  only  be  established  by 
clear  and  explicit  evidence.     Baileij  v.  Jnrin,  .505.    • 

2.  Parol  trust  in  lands. — Oral  evidence,  to  overturn  a  writing  in  any 

case,  must  be  clear  and  convincing ;  and  can  not  be  received  (Code, 
§  2199)  to  engraft  an  express  trust  on  a  conveyance  of  lands  which 
is  absolute  in  its  terms.     Kelhj  v.  Karsner,  idfi. 

3.  Trust  in  frand,of  creditors. — When  lands  are  conveyed  by  a  debtor 

to  his  wife  or' child,  with  the  intent  to  place  the  property  l)eyond 
the  reach  of  his  creditors,  and  to  be  held  in  secret  trust  for  his'own 
benefit,  neither  he  nor  his  heirs  can  enforce  the  trust.     Ih.  106. 

4.  Parties  to  bill  to  enforce  trust. — When  lands  are  held  in  trust,  ex- 

press or  implied,  and  the  ce.^tui  que  trust  dies,  the  right  to  enforce 
the  trust  descends  to  all  of  his  heirs  equally,  and  all  are  necessary 
parties  to  a  bill  filed  for  that  purpose.  Ih.  lOH. 
a.  Resulting  trust,  implied  from  pay  ment  (f  purchase- nioneii. — A  result- 
ing trust  in  lands,  in  favor  oi  the  person  who  advances  the  pur- 
chase-money, the  title  being  taken  in  the  name  of  another,  is  mat- 
ter of  implication  only,  and  is  easily  overturned ;  and  when  the 
money  is  advanced  Vjy  a  husband  (or  father),  and  title  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  (or  child),  the  presumjuion  arises  that  an  ad- 
vancement was  intended.    Jh.  106. 

6.  Implied  trust;  against  e.recutor,  j)urchasing  at  his  own  sale,  or  from 

his  vendee. — A  purchase  of  lands  by  an  executor  at  his  own  sale, 
whether  directly  in  his  own  name,  or  indirectly  through  the  agency 
of  a  third  person,  and  whether  made  under  an  order  of  court  or  a 
power  in  the  will,  will  be  set  aside  in  equity,  at  the  mere  election 
of  the  parties  in  interest,  if  seasonably  exyiressed ;  but,  having 
made  a  fair  sale  to  a  third  person,  he  may  afterwards  purchase 
from  his  own  vendee,  and  thereby  acquire  a  good  title,  though  the 
transaction  will  be  jealously  scrutinized  by  a  court  of  equity. 
Fo.rworth  r.  White,  224. 

7.  Same;  against  attorney y^ purchasing  at  sale  under  crecution  in  favor 

of  client. — An  attorney,  having  recovered  a  judgment  for  his  client, 
and  having  the  control  thereof,  can  not,  without  the  consent  of  his 
client,  express  or  implied,  become  the  purchaser  of  lands  at  a  sale 
under  execution  issued  thereon;  and  if  he  does  so  purchase,  he 
becomes,  like  any  other  agent,  a  trustee  for  his  client.  Such  a 
trust  arises  by  operation  of  law,  and  continues  imtil  barred  by 
lapse  of  time,  or  until  tt'rminated  V)y  an  election  to  ratify  the  pur- 
chase, thereby  giving  it  validity.     Pearce  v.  Gamble  &  Boiling,  341. 

8.  Same;  who  may  enforce  sucji  trust. — A  receiver,  appointed  by  the 

Chancery  Court,  succeeding  to  all  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the 
client,  and  authorized  to  sue,  may  file  a  bill  to  enforce  this  implied 
trust  against  the  attorney  ;  and  the  onus  Is  on  the  attorney  to  sliow 
that  the  right  has  been' lost  by  laches,  or  that  the  purchase  has 
been  ratified.     lb.  341. 

USURY. 

1.  In  mortgage  debt;  who  may  plead. — It  may  be  seriously  (jues- 
tioned,  under  the  decisions  of  this  court,  whether  a  mortgage  can 
be  impeached  on  the  gi'ound  of  ixsury  in  the  secured  debt,  by  any 
other  person  tlian  the  mortgagor  himself,  or  his  personal  represent- 
ative; though  the  current  of  modern  authority  supports  the  con- 
trary view.     Btdts  r.  Broughton,  294. 

VARIANCE.     See  Kvioexce,  72-74. 
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VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1 .  Warranty  on  »ulf  of  gfjodt. — In  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  {lencral  rule 

of  the  common  law  is,  that  the  by yer  of  gotnls  takes  them  at  his 
own  risk,  in  the  absence  of  an  exfjress  warranty,  unless  a  warranty 
is  impUe«l  from  the  nature  and  circumstance  oi  tlie  8ale.  frarfwt 
f.  Warren  ct  Bunk,  288. 

2.  Same,  on  naif  of  goo<U  h;t  fU'siTiption. — When  goo<l.s  are  sold  bv  <le- 

st'ription,  and  tlie  buyer  has  not  an  «>{)p<jrtunity  of  inHi>ecting  them, 
it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  i-ontract  that  tlu*  gtxMls  deliverer!  shall 
answer  to  the  description  ;  and  there  is  also  an  implied  warranty 
that  the  article  furnished  shall  be  merchantable     lb.  288. 

3.  Same,  on  gali-  f>y  man'nfai-tnrer  or  ilcalfr. — When  a  manufacturer  or 

dealer  contracts  to  suppiv  an  article  wliich  he  makes,  or  in  which 
he  ileals,  knowing  that  tVie  purchaser  wishes  to  apply  it  to  a  par- 
ticular purjHjse,  and  necessarily  trusts  to  hie  judj^ient  or  skill, 
tliere  is  an  imi>lied  warranty  on  his  j>art  that  the  article  shall  l)e 
reasonably  tit  for  tlie  pur|)ose  to  which  it  is  to  V>e  applied ;  but,  if 
lie  contracts  to  sell  a  known  and  described  article,  an<i  delivers 
tbat  article,  though  he  may  know  that  the  purchaser  intends  it  for 
a  specific  purjwse,  there  is  no  implied  warranty  that  it  4«>  suitable 
for  that  purpose.     Ih.  288. 

4.  Same„on  salr  hij  sample. — On  a  sale  of  goods  by  sample,  the  seller 

only  warrants  that  the  bulk  of  the  goods  delivere<l  sliallx^orrespond 
witli  the  sample.     Ih.  288. 

5.  Sale  of  marhiiiery;  admissihilit;/  q/  parol  evidence  tu  affect  trriting; 

burden  of  proo/as  to  fraud  or  ntixrepreMntatian;  defense*  available 
to  pnrrhaH'r. — ( )n  a  sale  of  machinery  by  a  manufacturer,  the  con- 
tract l>eing  reduced  to  writing,  and  the  machinery  delivered  corres- 
ponding witii  the  description  tliereiu  contained,  parol  evidence  is 
not  admissible,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  to 
vary  the  terms  of  the  writing;  the  burden  of  proving  fraud  or  mis- 
representation is  on  the  purchaser;  and  not  being  established  by 
the  evidence,  hecan  not  resist  the  payment  of  the  agreed  price, 
when  there  is  no  warrantv,  l:)ecause  the  machinery  was  found  to 
Ix'  misuitable  for  the  ])articular  jjurpose  for  which  it  was  intended. 
Whitehead  r.  Lane  ct-  liodley  Voinpany,  -iB. 

6.  Description  of  prcmiife»  In  conveyance. — When  a  conveyance  of  lands 

contains  a  particular  description  of  the  premises  conveyed,  by 
which  they  can  l>e  clearly  identified,  the  insertion  of  other  descrip-' 
tive  words,  which  are  inapplicable,  or  incaimble  of  definite  appli- 
cation, will  not  l>e  allowed  to  defeat  it.  Jo.  S9. 
7  ;  Contract  for  xale  of  lands  :  sujHcienoj  of  description. — A  written 
agreement  to  sell  "forty  acres  of  land,"  without  other  descriptive 
words,  is  void  for  uncertainty.     Thompson  »•.  dordon,  435. 

8.  Parol  evidence  remorinij  ambiguity,  and  identifying  land  sold. — As  to 

the  sutficieucy  of  the  parol  evidence  adduce<l  in  this  case,  showing 
the  particidar  tract  of  land  of  which  the  purchaser  was  placed  in 
possession,  and  therebv  removing  the  uncertainty  and  ambiguity 
of  description  contained  in  the  written  contract,  the  court  expresses 
no  opinion,  but  cites  the  following  cases :  (.'haml»ers  r.  Ringstaff, 
60  Ala.  140 ;  Ellis  r.  Burden,  1  Ala.  458 ;  .yfead  v.  Parker,  115  Mass. 
413;  Holmes  v.  Kvans,  48  Miss.  247.     Ih.  4''5. 

9.  Purchase  pendente  lite. — A  purchaser  of  land  from  a  party  to  a  pend- 

ing suit,  in  which  the  title  or  an  interest  therein  is  involved,  is 
concluded  by  th6  dec  ret?  afterwards  rendered,  to  the  same  extent 
tliat  his  vendor  is  concludetl.  Moon's  AdnCr  v.  Crowder,  79. 
10.  Construction  of  deed,  as  to  (juantity  of  land  conx-eyed. — ^^'l^ere  the 
lands  conveyed  bv  a  deed  are  described  by  their  subdivisions  and 
numbers  in  tlie  I'nited  States  surveys,  including  fractional  parts 
of  several  sections,  with  the  words  adde<l,  "making  in  all  tive 
hundred  and  twenty-seven  acres,"  followed  by  a  designation  of 
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tbe  boundary  lines  on  em-h  side,  as  indicated  by  the  adjacent  lands 
and  tlie  rix-er,  and  the  price  paid  is  a  gross  siini ;  the  words  speci- 
fying the  i|uantity  are  ineve  matter  of  description,  and  not  a  cove- 
nant warranting  the  <iuantily.     Rv(/frx  r.  Prrhhs,  h29. 

11.  Effei't  of  adrfyRc  i}0!<ftes!xion  on  cinire.yonn'. — To  avoid  a  conveyance 

of  lands  made  by  one  who  is  ont  of  possession,  on  the  ground  of 
adverse  possession  in  another,  it  is  not  necessary  that  th(f  adverse 
possessor  should  have  color  of  title,  nor  is  it  snfticient  to  show 
only  the  exercise  of  acts  ()f  ownenship  by  him  ;  to  avoid  the  con- 
veyance, lie  uuist  be  in  adverse  possession,  "exercising  acts  of 
ownership,  ^d  claiming  to  be  rightfully  in  possession."  Hnine» 
r.  Bi'Distch),  -'i/f'}. 

12.  Judicial  solff;  not  ajfrcied  by  ma intc nance,  or  ndversn  poffnexulon . — A 

judicial  sale — that  is,  a  sale  made  by  a  public  ofRc-er,  under  legal 
process — is  not  within  the  doctrine  against  maintenance,  and  its 
validity  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  land  is  at  the  time  in 
the  possession  of  a  third  person,  claiming  adversely  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  i>rocess.     /  h.  f>4V. 

13.  Protertion  I'xtfuded  to  bona  Jidf  fiurrhaJU'r  without  notice. — A   pur- 

chaser in  good  faith,  and  for  vaUiable  consideration,  of  lands 
chargeable  with  an  outstanding  equity,  of  whic^h  he  had  no  notice 
until  after  he  liad  paid  the  purchase-monej',  will  be*  protected 
agaiuBt  it  in  a  court  of  equity.     Turner  r.  WilkijiKou,  fi6l. 

14.  PossesKwn  as  evidence  of  title ;  nnrerorded  deed. — The  open,  notori- 

ous, and  exclusive  possession  of  land  by  a  pin-chaser,  claiming  the 
land  as  liis  own,  though,  holdii^;-  under  an.unrei-f)rded  deed,  is  con- 
structive notice  of  his  title,  whether  it  be  legal  or  equitable ;  but, 
if  the  purchaser  and  his  vendor  are  both  in  possession  when  the 
deed  is  executed,  and  there  is  no  cliange  in  the  possession  after  its 
execution,  a  tiurd  person  would  not  be  charged  with  constructive 
notice  of  the  deed,  and  woidd  be  entitled  to  protection  against  it. 
McCarthy  r.  Xicrosi,  3S2. 

15.  PogscKnion  as  evidence  of  title,  and  protection  t<>  possessor  against  sub- 

sequent incumbraytce. — The  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  posses- 
sion of  land  by  a  purt^haser,  claiming  it  as  his  own,  whether  in 
trust  or  otherwise,  is  constructive  notice  t«  all  the  world  of  his 
title,  whether  it  be  legal  or  equitable  ;  and  lie  is  entitled  to  protec- 
tion against  a  mortgage  subsequently  executed  by  lus  vendor,  and 
against  an  V  one  claiming  under  such  mortgage.  Sa.vyers  r.  Ba- 
ker, 4^. 

VENIRE.     See  Cui.NriNAi.  Law,  23,  24. 
VENUE.     See  CRivrNAi;  Law,  10. 
VERDICT. 

1.  Amendment   of   verdict. — A    general    verdict  is   always    sufficient, 

when  it  responds  in  substance  to  every  material  fact  invc>lved  in 
the  issue  ;  and  the  court  may  put  it  in  proper  form,  with  or  without 
the  consent  of  the  jury  ;  but,  when  the  verdict  is  defective  in  sub- 
stance, the  court  has  no  power  to  amend  it,  but  should  send  the 
jury  ba<"k  for  further  deliberation ;  and  if  it  is  received,  and  the 
jury  discharged,  the  court  has  no  power  to  convene  the  jurors  on  a 
subsequent  dav.  and  let  them  perfe<'t  it.  St.  Clair  r.  Caldvell  A 
Riddle,  527. 

2.  Same;  form  arid  sufficiency. — In  detinue,  or  the  corresjwnding  stat- 

utorj-  action  for  the  recovery  of  personal  property  in  specie,  brought 
by  two  plaintiffs  suing  jointly,  both  must  recover,  or  neither  can  ; 
and  a  claim  to  the  property  being  interposed  by  a  third  person,  a 
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verdut  in  fa\ori»f  orif  of  thc^ilaiiitifl'wonly  is(lt'f<*<-tiv«'  in  suhstiin**, 
an<l  can  not  be  amended  l>y  the  eourt ;  nor  ran  it  lit*  amended  hv 
thejurv.on  a  i*uhwqnent'dav,  after  thev  have  been  diwharge<l. 

AVATEE-(K>rR.SES. 

1.  Xiirigabti-  ri-vtr:  ivhnt  ron»tU>i(i'g. — Kvery  nlreani   which,  in  its  nat- 

nraf  Htate.  and  with  its  onlinary  vohime  of  water.  \»  «-ai>able  of  \te- 
ma  used  fi>r  tlie  nurpoges  of  comnierre,  for  the  tran»jK>rtation  of 
the  produrtR  of  tiie  fields,  forests  or  mines  on  \Xn  banks,  in  a  mar- 
ketaole  (;on<litit>n,  ici  public  for  the  purposes  of  navigation  ;  and  it 
18  not  necessary  that  the  ^irdinary  state  of  the  waters  should  ren- 
der them  navigable  continuouslv  at  all  w^asons  of  the  vear. 
Walhr  ,.  .inni,4W. 

2.  What  utrt'ums  are  navigohU. — All    tidal  stream**  are,  prima  facie, 

public  and  navigable ;  and  all  stn'ams  al)ove  tide-water,  not 
treated  as  navigaV)le  in  the  surveys  made  under  the  authority  of 
the  Vniteii  iStates.  are,  priuui  fade,  private,  not  naNigable,  and 
not  subject  to  a  public  right  of  floatage.     Ih.  4.'>0. 

3.  Same:  (/uestion  of  loir  ana  f'aet. — Whetlier  a  stream  is  navigable  or 

not,  is  a  mixed  quentirm  of  law  and  fact ;  but.  when  the  fac-ts  are 
ascertained,  it  l>ecomcB  a  ijuestion  of  law.     Ih.  4>^6. 

4.  Same;  judicial  lomirMye. — The  court  judi<'ially  knows  that  there 

are  no  tidal  streams  in  .lackson  .coimty  ;  and  Paint-Rock  river  is, 
prima  jwir,  not  a  public  ua\igable  stream.  /'».  4''>*>- 
6.  Injunctifat  nijainiit  nhntrvrtiun  of  naritjahle  rirer. — The  obstruction  of 
the  na\igation  of  a  ptiblic.  navigable  river,  is  a  public  nuisance, 
which  a  «N>urt  of  equitv  will  enjoin  and  restrain  at  the  instance  of 
a   citizen   who   is   surfering,    or    will   suffer    irreparable    injurv. 

6.  Same;  hnr<le.ii  oj  proof,  and  mifficieucft  »f  aeernient». — When  a  party 

claims  that  a  stream  above  tide-water,  which  was  not  treated  as 
navigable  by  the  United  States  surveyors,  is  in  fact  public  and 
navigable,  the  onus  of  proc>f  rests  on  him  ;  and  he  must  also  state 
facts  from  which  the  court  can  draw  the  conclusion  that  the  stream 
is  navigable.  An  averment  in  the  bill  that  the  stream  "  is  a  nav- 
igable river,"  is  merely  the  statement  of  a  legal  conclusion;  and, 
coupled  with  the  additional  averment  that  complainant  has  used 
it,  for  the  floatage  of  saw-logs,  for  a  perio^l  of  eighteen  months  lie- 
fore  the  filing  of  his  bill,  without  more,  is  not  sufiicient  to  show 
that  the  stream  is  navigable.     Ih.  ^if!. 

7.  Eaitfment  for  flow  of  iraUrs   from  upper  lands  to  lower. — \\'ben  two 

adjat-ent  tracts  o£  l&iul  Ijelong  to  diflferent  i>ersons.  the  upper  or 
dominant  tract  has  a  natural  •'aftifment  or  servimde  in  the  lower, 
for  the  difU'harge  of  all  wat^-rs  falling  or  a4-cumulating  from  natu- 
ral caiiB<'.s  tin  the  surface;  and  any  int'erferem-e  with  this  right,  or 
obstruction  of  it,  by  the  owner  of  the  lower  tract,  by  the  erection 
of  an  eml)ankment  on  his  own  land,  whereby  the  waters  are 
thrown  back  U|X)n  the  upper  tract ,  or  their  natural  How  obstructed, 
is  a  private  nuisance  which  a  court  of  e^piit}-  will  enjoin  and  abate. 
Nininger  »■.  A'oncood,  f7r. 

WILl^. 

1.  Reference  t(>  another  paper,  a ti  port  thereof. — A  testator  may,  in  his 
will,  so  refer  to  another  iilstrument  or  writing  executed  by  him,  as 
to  make  it  part  of  his  will,  an  if  inctorporated  therein  ;  but,  to  have 
this  effect,  the  reference  must  l>e  so  clear  and  distinct  as  to  leave 
no  reasonable  ground  for  mistake  as  to  his  intention.  Mutthev-g  r. 
McDadt,  S77. 
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2.  Conclusiveness  of  probat^,  as  to  tesiamentarij  cJiaracter  of  paper. — A 

deed  of  trust  making  a  partial  disposition  of  his  property,  having 
been  executed  V)y  the  testator  on  the  same  day  with  his  will,  at- 
tested by  the  same  witnesses,  and  admitted  to  probate  with  the 
will,  as  a  part  thereof,  one  of  the  executors  being  also  made  trustee 
in  the  deed  ;  the  probate  is  conclusive  as  to  the  testamentary  char- 
acter of  the  deed,  until  reversed  on  appeal,  or  successfully  con- 
tested by  bill  in  equity  under  statutory  provisions  (Code,  §2336). 
lb.  .^77. 

3.  Probate  ofv.u'll,  and  revocation  thereof,  in  Louisiana. — A  proceeding 

to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will,  like  an  application  for  its  probate, 
is  a  proceeding  ///  rem;  and  notice  thereof  to  non-resident  persons 
who  are  interested  must,  of  necessity,  be  constructive,  as  author- 
ized by  law ;  and  imder  the  laws  of  Louisiana,  as  proved  in  this 
case,  this  constructive  notice  is  given  Viy  the  apiwintment  of  a 
curator  to  represent  and  protect  the  interests  of  such  non-residents. 
Martin  v.  King,  354. 
*4.  Keeping  estate  together  nnder  irill ;  whether  personal  trusts  or  execu- 
torial duties  are  conferred. — Testamentary  provisions  authorizing 
and  directing  an  executor  to  keep  the  estate  together  for  the  term 
of  ten  years,  cultivating  the  lands  with  the  labor  of  slaves,  and,  at 
the  expiration  of  that  term,  to  sell  all  the  property  not  specifically 
bequeathed,  and  divide  the  proceeds  of  sale  among  the  several  leg- 
atees, construed  in  the  light  of  the  statutory  provisions  which,  in 
1863—1,  authorized  the  Probate  Court  to  confer  similar  powers  on 
executors,  do  not  impose  personal  trusts  upon  the  executor,  but 
duties  and  powers  strictly  executorial,  which  he  coiild  not  exer- 
cise without  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary,  and  which  might 
be  exercised  bv  an  administrator  with  the  will  annexed.  Fo.rirorth 
V.  While,  22J!f. ' 

WITNESS. 

1.  Competency   of  child  as   withess. — A  child,   V)etween   eleven    and 

twelve  years  of  age,  being  offered  as  a  witness  in  this  case,  and 
being  examined  by  the  court  to  test  her  competency,  ''  manifested 
an  entire  want  of  instruction  as  to  the  nature  and  effect  of  an  oath, 
of  all  religious  training,  and  utter  ignorance  of  a  Suj^reme  Being, 
the  rewarder  of  truth  and  the  avenger  of  falsehood  ;  "  saying  that 
she  had  never  heard  of  (iod,  heaven  or  hell,  and  did  not  know  that 
she  would  punished,  if  she  swore  falselv,  otherwise  than  by  being 
put  in  jail.  Held,  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  her  to  testify 
as  a  witness.     Beason'r.  The  .State,  191, 

2.  Disqv.al ification  of  infamous  person  as  irit)u:ss. — A  conviction  of  an 

infamous  offense  disqualifies  a  person  as  a  witness,  but  the  mere 
finding  of  a  true  bill  against  him  does  not  have  that  effect.  Powell 
V.  The  State,  194. 

3.  Same. — A  conviction  of  the  common-law  offense  of  larceny  renders 

a  person  incompetent  as  a  witness ;  but  a  conviction  of  the  stat- 
Titory  offense  of  embezzlement  does  not  have  that  effect,  unless  the 
particular  act  would  have  been  larceny  at  common  law.  P.  A  M. 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Tnnstall,  142. 

4.  Same;  presumptioti  in  favor  of  judgment. — When  objection  is  made 

to  the  competency  of  a  witness,  on  account  of  a  conviction  of  em- 
bezzlement, and  the  objection  is  sustained  by  the  court  below,  this 
court  will  indulge  the  presumption,  unless  the  record  re})els  it,  that 
the  act  would  have  been  larceny  at  common  law.     lb.  142. 

5.  Objection  to  competency  of  witness;   n-hen  made,  or  waived. — Cross- 

examining,  without  objection,  a  witness  wlio.se  deposition  is  taken, 
is  a  waiver  of  objection  to  his  competency ;  but,  when  there  is  no 


INDEX.  705 

WITNESS— CoH/i««frf. 

cross-examination,  or  filinj»  of  cr(>Hs-interrf>gatorie8,  the  ol>jeftion 
may  Ik*  maile  at  any  time  Wfore  the  trial  in  k>egun.  //».  14^. 
0.  ('uiiij}4't4-iirif  nf  pnrttf  to  ffxtift/  a»  to  trnnKartioux  with  d^ceaxed  jmtsou. 
I'niler  a  bil)  to  foreck>se  a  m<jrtgage,  the  mortgafref  can  not  testify 
as  to  any  tnuisactions  Ixjtween  himself  and  the  deeeasetl  mort- 
jrajror.     Jmiktux  V.  Lovelace,  .10.1. 

7.  Same. — T'nder  a  hill  to  enforce  an  alleged  lien  on  land,  filed  by  the 

personal  re})resentative  of  the  deceasetl  vendor,  the  defendant  is 
incomjK'tent  to  testify  in  his  own  ])ehalt,  as  to  any  transactions  l»e- 
tween  himself  and  the  decedent  (Co«le,  § 'iOoS),  unless  called  to 
testify  by  the  complainant.     BinfonW  A<hnW  r.  Dement, 4'^' i- 

8.  Proof  of  tranxai'tioii^  uith  decedent;   nho  mat/  testlfi/  a><  to. — When  a 

homestead  exemption  is  claimed  by  the  widow  and  infant  children 
<»f  the  deceased  defendant  in  execution,  and  their  claim  is  contested 
by  the  plaintiff",  a  surety  who  is  lx)imd  for  the  debt  on  which  the 
judirment  is  fomided,  though  n<jt  a  party  U*  the  contest,  is  incom- 
petent to  testify  to  any  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
deceased  defendant  (Code.  ^  30o8).  since  he  is  beneficially  in- 
terested in  the  result.     Keel  r.  Lark'ut,4'>-i. 

9.  Impeachhtf/  nitittxif  bi/  proof  of  former  textiinouif. — The  statements 

containe(i  in  a  bill  of  exceptions,  reserved  fm  a  former  trial,  are  not 
competent  evidence  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  a  witness  on  a 
sub.«e(iuent  trial.     .S,  i(- A'.  Aid.  Railroad  Co.  r.  Wood,  4'>1. 

10.  Tmpearhing  witneKS  by  proof  of  former  statement*. — An  affidavit  made 

by  a  witness  in  another  suit  can  not  be  received  to  impeach  his 
•         testinn^.ny  as  given  orally,  unless  the  two  statements  are  contra- 
dictorv  and  irreconcilable  as  to  a  material  matter.      Pallan  r.  Mr- 
Dariie'l,  96. 

11.  hitpeachinfj  and  fuataining  witness. — When  the  testimony  of  a  wit- 

ness has  not  been  impeached,  evidence  should  not  l>e  received 
to  su!<tain  his  credibility.     Moon's  Adm'r  r.  Crotcder,  79. 

12.  To  irhat  witness  may  testify. — A  witnes,s  may  testify,  as  a  fact,  that 

he  "  knew  and  recognized  the  walk  "  of  another  person.  Beale  r. 
Posey,  .H23. 
\',\.  Same. — On  a  trial  under  an  indictment  for  infanticide,  a  witness 
who  examined  the  dead  body  of  the  child  may,  though  not  an  ex- 
l>ert,  testify  that  he  "  considered  it  fully  developed  ;  "  this  being  a 
matter  of  fact  open  to  observation,  and  the  witness  l>eing  subject 
to  cross-examination  as  to  his  use  of  the  words  and  his  knowledge 
of  their  meaning.     Hubbard  v.  Tlie  State,  164. 

14.  Proof  of  handwriting  by  comparison. — When  the  genuineness  of  a 

writing  or  signature  is  disputed, 'extraneous  writings,  though  ad- 
mitted to  l>e  genuine,  can  not  l)e  presented  to  the  court  or  jury, 
nor  shown  to  a  witness,  that  he  may  institute  a  compari.son  between 
them  and  the  disputed  one.     .\foun's  Adm'r  r.  f'rowder,  79. 

15.  Same. — A  per.'»on  who  has  seen  another  write,  or  who  knows  his 

handwriting,  may  express  his  opinion  as  to  the  genuinenness  of  a 
♦lisputed  signature,  though  he  Ix^  not  an  exj>ert ;  and  experts  may 
go  further — nu»y  institute  comparisons  ]>etween  the  disputed  writ-, 
ing  and  those  admitted  to  be  genuine,  and  give  their  opinion 
whether  both  were  written  by  the  same  person,  or  whether  a  par- 
ticular writing  or  signature  is  genuine  or  forged.  lb.  79. 
10.  .\fup,  or  diagram;  when  admissible  as  evidence. — A  surveyor,  or  ex- 
pert, testifying  as  to  the  form,  configuration,  or  dimensions  of  the 
lan<l  in  controversy,  may  intrcxhice  a  map  or  diagram,  made  by 
himself,  to  aid  in  making  his  testimony  intelligible:  and  such  map 
or  diagram  may  then  be  submitted  to  the  jurv,  to  aid  them  in  un- 
<lerstanding  or  rememl)ering  his  testimony,  but  such  map  or  dia- 
gram is  not  prima  facie  or  presumptively  correct,  unless  prepared 
by  a  county  sun'eyor,  after  notice  to  the  party  in  adverse  interest, 
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as  provided  by  the  statute  (Code,  §  868) ;  and  not  having  been  so 
prepared,  but  made  by  the  witness  without  having  the  title-papers 
before  him,  and  admitted  by  him,  on  examination  of  the  deeds,  to 
be  incorrect,  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury  for  any  pur- 
pose.    Humes  v.  Bernstein,  546. 


167  811 


